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Program Description 

Title I, formerly Chapter 1, is a 
compensatory education program supported 
by funds from the Department of Education 
through the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 as amended by the 
Improving America's Schools Act of 1994. 
The purpose of Title I is to enable high- 
poverty schools to provide opportunities for 
children served to acquire the knowledge 
and skills delineated in the State content 
standards and to meet the State performance 
standards developed for all children. In 
1995-96, Title I provided funding to 38 
AISD campuses (34 elementary and 4 
middle schools) with 70% or more students 
from low-income families. Service to 
students was provided through the following 
components: 

• Schoolwide programs (SWPs) 

All 38 Title I schools qualified to be 
schoolwide programs under the 
reauthorization of Title I which states 
that a school may be a schoolwide 
program if 60% or more of the students 
are from low-income families. All 
students at a campus are considered 
eligible for assistance. In 1995-96, 
schoolwide programs had greater 
flexibility in using federal funds than in 
the past. The spirit of the new law is 
cooperation among funding sources and 
inclusion of all students. 

• Prekindergarten (Pre-K) 

Half-day prekindergarten is mandated 
and funded by the State for all four- 
year-olds who are limited English 
proficient (LEP), low income, or 
homeless. Additional instructional time 
is offered for educationally 
disadvantaged four-year-olds through 
the full-day pre-K program funded by 
Title I at elementary schools with the 
highest concentrations of low-income 
students. Thirty-three of the 34 Title I 
elementary schools provided a full-day 
prekindergarten program in 1995-96. 

• Nonpublic/Nonprofit Schools 

Four private schools in the AISD 
attendance area and 10 institutions for 
neglected or delinquent (N or D) youth, 
grades K through 1 2, offered additional 
services with Title I funds. 

Title I Migrant, which is also federally 
funded, provided supplementary instruction 
to migrant students via part-time tutors at* 



eight AISD secondary campuses. A high 
priority was placed on dropout prevention 
activities such as summer school. Students 
qualified for the program if their parents or 
guardians were migratory agricultural 
workers or migratory fishermen during the 
previous three years. 

Parent and Community Involvement 
Title I schools are required to build 
partnerships that are designed to benefit not 
only students and parents, but schools and 
communities, as well. Twenty-six Title I 
campuses had parent education staff to assist 
with parent and community involvement in 
1995-96. 

Major Findings 

The Title I State student performance 
standards for the 1995-96 school year are the 
State accountability system criteria. The 
1995-96 minimum requirements for each 
criterion are as follows: 

• At least 30% of all students at a campus 
must pass each section of TAAS, 
including reading and mathematics at 
grades 3 through 8 and writing in grades 
4 and 8. Also, at least 30% of students 
in each disaggregated group must pass 
TAAS. The disaggregated groups are 
African American, Hispanic, White, and 
economically disadvantage. 

• The annual dropout rate must be 6% or 
less for a middle school campus, and for 
each disaggregated group at the campus. 

• The attendance rate for a campus must be 
94% or higher. 

Progress and Achievement for Title 
I Schools 

• Title I schoolwide program students held 
constant or dropped slightly in 
percentage passing TAAS Reading and 
TAAS Writing from 1994-95 to 1995- 
96. (Pages 53-55) 

• A lower percentage of students at Title I 
schoolwide programs passed TAAS 
Reading and TAAS Mathematics than 
students districtwide. (Pages 53-55) 

• Although the percentage of Title I 
students passing TAAS Mathematics was 
relatively low when compared with the 
percentage passing for the other 
disaggregated groups. Title I students 
have continued to make gains in 
mathematics since 1993-94. (Page 55) 



• Three of the 38 Title I schools were 
rated low-performing in 1995-96. 
Title I schools that are rated low- 
performing for three years in a row will 
be monitored by the State Education 
Agency. (Page 57) 

Prekindergarten 

• The 1995-96 pre-K program served 
3,399 four-year-olds at 53 elementary 
schools. Seventy- four percent of the 
pre-K students attended a full-day Title 
I program. (Pages 10 and 11) 

• The average gains in achievement for 
both half-day and full-day LEP and 
low-income students increased from 

1994- 95 to 1995-96, after declining for 
all groups from 1993-94 to 1994-95. 
(Page 18) 

• Attendance rates declined for half-day 
and full-day students from 1994-95 to 

1995- 96, with half-day and full-day 
low-income students having the lowest 
attendance rates. (Page 12) 

• AISD longitudinal data show that 
students in grades 3-6 who had 
attended pre-K scored higher on 1996 
TAAS Mathematics and TAAS 
Writing and lower on TAAS Reading 
than grade 3-6 low-income students at 
Title I schools who did not attend pre- 
K. (Pages 18 and 19) 

• A sample of kindergarten students 
were tested with the PPVT-R and the 
TVIP at the end of kindergarten. 
Scores for students who attended pre- 
K showed continued gains from pre-K 
to kindergarten. (Pages 23-25) 

• Spanish LEP kindergarten students 
who had attended pre-K outscored 
other Title I LEP students who did not 
attend pre-K by 5.7 standard score 
points at the end of kindergarten on the 
TVIP. (Page 24) 

Year-Round Schools 

• When compared to a group of similar 
Title I students, year-round elementary 
students showed positive results in 
attendance and achievement in grades 
3 and 5. Attendance rates for year- 
round students were higher than rates 
for regular-calendar Title I students in 
1994-95 and 1995-96. While TAAS 
achievement comparisons are favorable 
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Maior Findings (Continued) 

for grades 3 and 5, grade 6 students at 
year-round schools fell behind their Title 
I regular-calendar counterparts. (Pages 
29-31) 

• The percentage of year-round students 
passing TAAS Reading in grades 3-5 
was much lower than the percentage for 
regular-calendar students. However, the 
percentage passing for year-round 
students in grade 6 was only three 
percentage points below regular- 
calendar students in grade 6. (Pages 32 
and 33) 

• The attendance rate for the year-round 
middle school (Webb) students was 
lower than the rate for regular-calendar 
middle school students in the fall of 
1995, but was higher than regular- 
calendar students by the spring of 1996. 
The discipline rate for students at Webb 
was lower than the rate for regular- 
calendar middle school students during 
the 1995-96 school year. (Pages 34-35) 

• A higher percentage of regular-calendar 
middle school students districtwide 
passed TAAS than Webb’s students. 
The achievement gap between year- 
round and regular-calendar middle 
school students is larger than the gap 
between year-round and regular- 
calendar elementary school students. 
(Pages 34 and 35) 

• While PPVT-R achievement gains were 
smaller for year-round pre-K students 
than for regular-calendar pre-K students 
for the second year of comparison, year- 
round school pie-K students are closing 
the gap. (Pages 13-15) 

Title I Migrant 

• Title I Migrant provided summer school 
tuition for 49 secondary migrant students 
in the summer of 1995. Review of 
grades received at the end of summer 
school showed 42 of 49 migrant students 
(86%) passed all courses taken. (Page 
105) 

• Sixty-three percent of tutored migrant 
students passed Exit-level TAAS All 
Tests Taken compared with 3 1 % of non- 
tutored migrant students in 1996. (Pages 
104 and 105) 

• The eight Title I Migrant tutors provided 
2,084 hours of tutorial instruction to 
secondary migrant students at four 
middle schools and four high schools. 
(Page 102) 



Reading Recovery 

• Reading Recovery is a supplementary 
reading program for grade 1 students 
who are having difficulty learning to 
read. Reading Recovery was offered at 
24 Title I schools in 1995-96. 
Descubriendo la Lectura, the Spanish 
version of Reading Recovery, was 
offered at eight Title I schools. (Page 27) 

• A pilot study was conducted in 1995-96 
to test the methodology for a full 
evaluation that is being carried out in 
1996-97. Although the sample size was 
small, students who received Reading 
Recovery made gains in reading, and 
students who did not receive Reading 
Recovery made no gains in reading from 
pre- to posttest as measured by the 
Woodcock- Johnson-Revised (WJ-R). 
The full evaluation of the Reading 
Recovery program will be completed in 
1996-97. (Page 27) 

Parent and Community Involvement 

• The 26 Title I schools with parent 
training specialists and parent 
involvement representatives encouraged 
parent participation by conducting 
workshops and seminars focusing on 
academic, social, and parenting topics; 
establishing a family resource center; 
communicating with parents through 
newsletters and home visits; and 
participating in school-parent compacts 
and adult literacy classes. (Pages 109- 
112 ) 

• The parent education staff was successful 
in encouraging the support of the 
community through contributions and 
volunteer time. The Title I schools that 
have a parent education staff member on 
campus received over twice the amount 
of cash and in-kind contributions and 
volunteer hours as Title I schools 
without a parent education staff member. 
(Pages 113-114) 

Recommendations 

1. Continue to use Title I funds to 
supplement schoolwide instructional 
programs at elementary and secondary 
Title I schools. 

2. Continue to use Title I funds to serve 
pre-K students while monitoring the 
effect of class size, attendance, length of 
day, and the year-round school calendar. 
Begin to monitor changes in social skills 
of pre-K students. 
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3. Monitor achievement at low- 
performing Title I schools. 

4. Study effects of Reading Recovery on 
low-income students and explore other 
successful reading programs for low- 
income students. 

5. Monitor achievement, attendance, and 
discipline at year-round elementary 
and middle schools. 

6. Assist Title I school wide program 
campuses with analysis of TAAS data 
in order for school staff to monitor 
student achievement and to improve 
instructional strategies for low-income 
students. 

Response 

The AISD Director of State and Federal 

Programs concurs with these findings and 

recommendations. 

1995-96 Budget 

Mandate: External Funding Agency 
Public Law 103-382 

Total Funding Allocation: 

Tide I $10,147,874 

Title I Migrant $ 110,707 
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Title I Program Description 



Title I, formerly Chapter 1, is a compensatory education program supported by funds 
from the Department of Education through the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 
as amended by the Improving America *s Schools Act of 1994, The purpose of Title I is to enable 
high“poverty schools to provide opportunities for children served to acquire the knowledge and 
skills delineated in the State content standards and to meet the State performance standards 
developed for all children. 

The level of Title I funding for a district is based on the percentage of low-income 
families living in the district attendance area. The federal Department of Education allocates 
funds to local education agencies (LEA) based on census data. 

Title I funding for a school is determined by the percentage of low-income students in 
the school’s attendance area. Schools are ranked annually on the basis of the percentage of 
children from low-income families residing in their attendance area. In 1995-96, districts were 
required to serve all schools that were 75% or more low income. 

The 1995-96 AISD Title I budget allocation was $10,271,532. AISD used this allotment 
to fund 38 schools— 34 elementary and 4 middle schools. This number includes all schools at 
70% or more low income in the District. The programs that were funded by Title I and evaluated 
by the evaluation staff during the 1995-96 school year included the following: 

• Schoolwide Programs 

• Full-Day Prekindergarten 

• Year-Round Calendar Programs 

• Reading Recovery 

• Nonpublic/Nonprofit Schools 

• Neglected or Delinquent Institutions 

• Summer Instructional Programs 

• Migrant Programs 

• Parent and Community Involvement 

Schoolwide Programs 

A school could be a schoolwide program (SWP) under Title I in the 1995-96 school year 
if 60% of the children in the school’s attendance zone or 60% of the children enrolled in the 
school were from low-income families. In subsequent years, the threshold will be 50%. 

Because AISD served students at schools that were at or above the 70% low-income 
level in 1995-96, each of the 38 AISD Title I schools was a schoolwide program. All students at 
a SWP are served by Title I. The number of students enrolled in schoolwide programs who 
benefited from Title I funding in 1995-96 was 23,537 (19,788 elementary and 3,749 middle 
school). The overall percentage low income for all Title I students was 84.9. Ethnicity of all 
Title I students was 1.7% Asian, 28.6% African American, 59.1% Hispanic, and 10.6% 
White/Other. The ethnicity and percentage low income of 1995-96 Title I schools are presented 
in Table 1. 
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Table 1: Demographics for All Title I Schoolwide Program Students, 

Title I Elementary School Students, and Title I Middle School Students, 1995-96 




Schoolwide programs have greater flexibility in using federal education funds, subject to 
rules established by the Department of Education. The spirit of the new law is cooperation 
among funding sources and inclusion of all students. 

The direction and incentives in the new law are designed so that all children will achieve 
at high levels. Some strategies that are encouraged include the following: 

• Providing opportunities, based on best knowledge and practice, for all children in the 
school to meet the State’s proficient and advanced levels of student performance; 

• Using effective means of improving student achievement, such as utilizing research- 
based teaching strategies; 

• Selecting a highly qualified professional staff; 

• Providing professional development; and 

• Increasing parental involvement. 

Full-Day Prekindergarten 

The half-day prekindergarten (pre-K) program is mandated and funded by the State for 
all four-year-olds who are limited English proficient (LEP), low income, or homeless. In AISD, 
additional instructional time is offered for educationally disadvantaged four-year-olds through 
the full-day pre-K program funded by Title I at elementary schools with the highest 
concentrations of low-income students. Thirty-three of the 34 AISD Title I elementary schools 
provided the full-day prekindergarten program in 1995-96. 

Year-Round Schools 

Eleven elementary schools and one middle school followed the year-round school 
calendar in 1995-96. This calendar revolved around an approximate 60/20 schedule (60 days in 
school and 20 days out) in contrast to the traditional nine month calendar. The breaks between 
the 60-day sessions are called intersessions. Students attending intersessions receive additional 
instruction. Title I funding assists schools with salaries, transportation, and costs for support 
staff needed during the intersessions. 

Reading Recovery 

Reading Recovery is a supplementary reading program for grade 1 students. Students 
are selected for possible participation in Reading Recovery through beginning-of-the-year 
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teacher rankings based on students’ reading ability. Students in the bottom third of the rankings 
are selected for additional assessment by Reading Recovery staff before final student selection is 
made. The goal of the program is for a student to exit the program and return to his or her 
classroom at the average reading level of the class. 

Reading Recovery was offered at 24 Title I schools in 1995-96. Descubriendo la 
Lectura, the Spanish version of Reading Recovery, was offered at eight Title I schools. AISD 
Title I funds support the administration of Reading Recovery and funding of teachers and 
supplies through campus Title I budgets. 

Nonpublic/Nonprofilt Schools 

Four nonpublic/nonprofit schools in the AISD attendance area received Title I funds in 
1995-96. Praise Christian Academy, St. Mary’s Cathedral School, St. Martin’s Lutheran School, 
and Sacred Heart Catholic School offered additional instructional services to low-income 
students in grades K through 8. 

Neglected or Delinquent Institutions 

The 7 neglected institutions which received funds from Title I in 1995-96 were: Better 
Roads Group Home; Mary Lee School; Mary Lee Apartments; Children’s Shelter and 
Assessment Center of Texas; Spectrum Emergency Shelter; Junior Helping Hand, and. 
Settlement Home. Youth at these institutions received compensatory reading and mathematics 
services. Three delinquent institutions, Gardner-Betts, Turman House, and Travis County 
Residential Services, received a separate grant for funding in 1995-96. 

Summer Instructional Programs 

Summer instructional programs are an extension of supplementary services provided to 
Title I students who are at risk of academic failure because of low standardized test scores. 
Supplementary services include instruction in reading, mathematics, and language arts. Four 
Title I elementary schools and one delinquent institution offered school during the summer after 
the 1994-95 school year. 

Parent and Community Involvement 

The reauthorization of Title I charges schools that receive Title I/Title I Migrant funds to 
build partnerships that are designed to benefit not only students and parents, but schools and 
communities, as well. Twenty-six Title I schools have a Parental Involvement Specialist or a 
Parent Training Specialist to assist with parent and community activities. 
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Title I Program Costs 

The 1995-96 AISD Title I program budget allocation was $10,147,874 (with rollover, 
$10,271,532). A total of 24,197 students were served with Title I funds through schoolwide 
programs, non-public schools, and neglected institutions. The cost per student served by Title I 
was $419. Table 2 shows the number of students served by each Title I program in 1995-96. 



Table 2: Number of Students Served by Title I Programs in 1995-96. 
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Title I funds were used to provide services to Title I elementary and middle schools and 
to provide funds for the administration and support services offered to assist the implementation 
of the Title I program. Eighty percent of the total Title I budget was allocated to elementary 
schools, 8% to middle schools (the first year of funding), and 11% to administration and 
coordination of the program. Figure 1 shows the percentage of Title I funds allocated for each of 
these areas in 1995-96. 



Figure 1 : 1995-96 Title I Allocations for Elementary Schools, 
Middle Schools, and Administration/Coordination 
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* Indirect Costs consist of salaries and expenditures/expenses for persons who are engaged in administrative 
activities from which the entire school district benefits. 
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Title I funding for a school was determined by the percentage of low-income students in 
the school’s attendance area. In 1995-96, AISD served schools that were at or above the 70% 
low-income level. 

The amount of funds allocated directly to the AISD Title I campuses was $8,743,525 
(86% of the allocation) in 1995-96. Individual campuses made decisions about the use of their 
allocations according to Federal guidelines. With the reauthorization of the Title I program, 
there was more flexibility for use of Title I funds at the campus level. 

Title I elementary schools received an allocation of $7,950,412 in funds, 80% of the total 
allocation. The 34 Title I elementary schools used their funds for intersessions, summer school, 
parent programs, professional development, books and supplies, capital outlay, software, 
additional teachers (e.g., pre-K, Reading Recovery, technology), support staff, stipends, and 
study trips. 

The largest portion (77%) of the Title I funds to elementary schools was used for direct 
instruction. Figure 2 shows the amount of funds allocated to direct instruction; capital 
outlay/contract services; books, supplies, and software; staff development; and parent programs 
at the Title I elementary schools in 1995-96. 



Figure 2: 1995-96 Title I Elementary Allocation 
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As part of the reauthorization of Title I, middle schools received Title I funds in 1995-96. 
There were four AISD middle schools at or above the 70% low-income level in 1995-96. Dobie, 
Mendez, Pearce, and Webb middle schools received a total of $793,113 (8% of the total Title I 
allocation). The middle schools used less of their funds (43%) for instructional purposes than 
the Title I elementary schools (77%) and more of their funds for capital outlay (25%) than 
elementary schools (7%). Figure 3 shows the percentage of Title I funds used by middle schools 
in 1995-96 in the areas of instruction; parent programs; staff development; books, supplies, and 
software; and capital outlay and contract services. 
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Figure 3: 1995-96 Title I Middle School Allocation 
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Administration and Support Services Funding 

Funds allocated for administration, coordination, and support services through Title I 
were $1,121,185. These services included saleuies and benefits for the instructional 
coordinators, pre-K coordinator, Reading Recovery administrator, technology facilitator, 
volunteer coordinator, and visiting teachers; parent programs; professional development; 
evaluation; and general administration for Title I. All of these services add to the quality of the 
Title I instructional program. Figure 4 shows the percentage of funds allocated for the Title I 
administrative and support services. 



Figure 4: 1995-96 Title I Administrative and 
Support Services Allocation 



Professional 

Development 



Evaluation 



2% 




Administration 

18% 



Coordination 

64% 



Note: Individual campuses use a portion of Title I funds for staff development. The professional 

development included in this figure is for districtwide Title I professional development. 
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Full-Day Prekindergarten 

Over the past decade, prekindergarten (pre-K) programs have become a part of public 
education. This growth reflects the increased awareness of the value of early childhood 
education. Although early childhood education is important for all children, research suggests 
that it is particularly important for low-income and educationally disadvantaged children. The 
experiences provided by prekindergarten programs may be critical for the future success of the 
disadvantaged children they serve. 

In special session during the summer of 1984, the Texas Legislature passed major 
educational reform legislation directed at assisting at-risk students. Among the reforms was 
House Bill 72, which mandated prekindergarten education in Texas public schools for four-year 
old children who were limited English proficient (LEP) or from a low-income family. The 
prekindergarten essential elements focus on the areas of communication, cognition, motor, fine 
arts, social/emotional, intellectual, aesthetic, and physical development. In the following 
sections, a TEA study of pre-K programs is reviewed, and District results are presented. 

TEA Longitudinal Prekindergarten Study 

In 1989, the Texas Education Agency (TEA) initiated a study of the general state of 
prekindergarten education in Texas. The guidelines established by the National Association for 
the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) provided the framework for the examination of 
developmentally appropriate practices in prekindergarten programs. These guidelines were 
formulated in response to the widespread use of inappropriate formal teaching techniques for 
young children, and the overemphasis on achievement of narrowly defined academic skills. 

Findings from the TEA longitudinal component of the prekindergarten evaluation study 
indicated that prekindergarten education is making a difference in the lives of children and 
families in Texas. Positive trends in academic performance were found for children who 
participated in pre-K programs. In 1994, four years after attending prekindergarten, students 
from pre-K programs were: 

• Less likely to be retained; 

• Closer to being on grade level in their reading comprehension based on data reported 
by teachers; and 

• Less likely to be referred for special education programs. 

The statewide comparisons made on 1994 Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS) 
grade 3 test performance in reading and mathematics between former pre-K students and similar 
students who did not attend pre-K, showed normal curve equivalent (NCE) scores about two 
points higher in both reading and mathematics for the former pre-K students than for the non- 
prekindergarten group. Although the differences were in the desired direction, the scores were 
still lower than the statewide average for all third graders in Texas. 

Differences were also found between students with limited English proficiency (LEP) 
who had attended pre-K and those who were eligible but did not attend. Students who attended 
pre-K exhibited each of the following characteristics: 

• Were at-or-above grade level in oral reading based on data reported by teachers; 
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• Mastered a greater number of mathematics essential elements based on data reported 
by teachers; 

• Were more likely to be promoted to the next grade; 

• Were less likely to be referred for special education programs; and 

• Were less likely to be placed in special education programs. 

In looking at statewide 1994 TAAS third grade test performance for LEP students, the 
differences between former pre-K students and LEP students who did not attend pre-K were even 
more pronounced. NCE scores were about five points higher in both reading and mathematics 
for former LEP pre-K students than for LEP students who did not attend pre-K. 

The concept of “developmental appropriateness” as set forth by NAEYC, has two 
dimensions: a) age appropriateness, and b) individual appropriateness. The first dimension 
entails using knowledge of child development to identify a range of meaningful behaviors, 
activities, and materials for a specific age group. Reference to the second dimension results in 
classrooms containing materials and activities that correspond to the children’s individual 
interests, strengths, and experiences. To specifically address the diverse backgrounds of Texas 
prekindergarten children, a third dimension was added: language and cultural appropriateness. 
This dimension recognizes the importance of using the child’s primary language in the 
classroom. Classrooms with teachers who employ developmentally appropriate practices look 
like this: 

• Children are engaged in active, not passive, learning experiences, many of which are 
child-initiated, based on activities and materials that are real, concrete, and relevant 
to the lives of young children. 

• Classrooms contain materials and activities for a wide range of developmental 
interests and abilities. 

• Child-initiated, child-directed, teacher-supported play is the most natural way for 
young children to learn, and is an integrzil part of the program day. 

• Children develop language and communication skills by using language to express 
needs, insights, excitement, and to solve problems through interaction with adults 
and peers. 

• Children spend most of the time working individually or in small groups. 

• Parents and others from the community are involved with the program. 

The developmentally appropriate practice that the Title I staff assessed in 1995-96 was language 
skills. That discussion will follow in the program effectiveness section. 

AISD Prekindergarten Program Description 

Austin Independent School District began offering half-day pre-K in 1986-87; full-day 
pre-K was added in 1987-88. The AISD pre-K program served 3,399 four-year-olds during 
1995-96. At the 53 elementary schools that provided pre-K programs in 1995-96, 20 schools 
offered half-day classes while 33 schools offered full-day classes. There were 901 students 
enrolled in half-day pre-K classes and 2,498 students enrolled in full-day pre-K classes. Full-day 
pre-K at 33 of the 34 elementary schoolwide programs was funded through Title I. Pleasant Hill 
was in its first-year as a school wide program and continued a half-day pre-K program in 1995-96. 
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The number of students attending pre-K has more than doubled from 1986-87 to the 
present. There were four times as many pre-K teachers in 1995-96 as in 1986-87. Table 3 
summarizes various comparison data from the past six years and the anchor year, 1986-87. 
(Note: These data include all students served at any point in the year.) 

Table 3: Demographic Information for the AISD Pre-K Program, 

1986-87 and 1990-91 to 1995-96 
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Student Demographics 

Students who attended pre-K during the 1995-96 school year represented a diverse 
population. As noted in Figure 5, of the 3,399 students served during 1995-96, Hispanics made 
up the largest ethnic group (60%), followed by African Americans (23%), White/Others (13%), 
and Asians (3%). Gender was balanced with 51% female and 49% male pre-K students. Sixty- 
three percent of the pre-K students were English speaking while 37% were limited English 
proficient. Ninety-six percent of the 1995-96 pre-K students were from low-income families. 

Figure 5: Ethnicity of AISD Pre-K Students, 1995-96 
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The number of pre-K students served at each campus varied widely and ranged from 24 
served at Mathews (non-Title I) to 142 at Linder (Title I). The average number of students per 
pre-K class in 1995-96 was 20.7, up from 16.0 in 1994-95. There were a total of 34 Title I 
schools and 19 non-Title I schools that offered pre-K in 1995-96. 
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Attendance 

Attendance is a major factor that impacts student learning. There are no attendance 
requirements for pre-K since the program is optional for four-year-olds. The overall pre-K 
attendance rate was 91.4% in 1995-96. Historically, the full-day pre-K average attendance rate 
has been higher than the half-day attendance rate, with the exception of the rate for 1993-94. In 
Figure 6, a comparison of attendance rates of full-day and half-day prekindergarten students from 
1987-88 through 1995-96 is presented. The average attendance rate for full-day pre-K students 
decreased minimally from 92.1% in 1994-95 to 91.9% in 1995-96. The half-day pre-K average 
attendance rate decreased from 91.3% in 1994-95 to 89.8% in 1995-96. 

Figure 6: Attendance of AISD Pre-K Students, 1987-88 through 1995-96 
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The school year consists of a maximum of 175 days. The maximum number of days that 
any pre-K student was enrolled in 1995-96 was 175 and the minimum number of days enrolled 
was 3. Absences for pre-K students ranged from 0 to 84 days. The average number of days in 
class ranged from 119 for half-day low income students to 159 for full-day ESL students (n=16). 
Full-day bilingual students attended class an average of 155 days. 

When attendance is examined by program and session, a clearer picture develops about 
pre-K attendance patterns. Figure 7 reveals that full-day ESL students and full-day bilingual 
students have the highest number of days enrolled and in attendance. The lowest number of days 
enrolled and in attendance is found with half-day low-income students, followed by full-day low- 
income students. It is likely that these lower attendance rates adversely affect student learning. 
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Figure 7: 1995-96 Pre-K Attendance by Program and Session 




Program Effectiveness 



To measure achievement gains for pre-K students in 1995-96, the Peabody Picture 
Vocabulary Test - Revised (PPVT-R) and the Test de Vocabulario en Imagines Peabody (TVIP) 
were administered at the beginning of the school year and the end of the school year to a sample 
of students. The sample was a randomly selected subset from each class at all 53 schools that 
offered pre-K. In fall 1995, 2,158 pre-K students were tested. Although every effort was made 
to posttest the students who had a valid pretest score, 270 fewer students were posttested due to 
withdrawals, illnesses, and moves of eligible students. A total of 1,888 students (56% of all pre- 
K students) had valid pre- and posttest scores. 

The PPVT-R and the TVIP are individually administered tests that measure knowledge 
of receptive (hearing) vocabulary. Standard test scores are based on national age-norms, with a 
mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15. The PPVT-R is an English-language test and the 
TVIP is the Spanish-language version of the PPVT-R. 

The pretest was given in September 1995 for regular-calendar and year-round schools. 
The posttest was given in April 1996 at regular-calendar schools and in May 1996 at year-round 
schools. The PPVT-R and TVIP data are presented in a year-round and regular-calendar school 
comparison, and in a half-day and full-day comparison. 

Year-Round and Regular-Calendar Schools Comparisons 

Eleven AISD elementary schools and one middle school followed a year-round calendar 
in 1995-96. The 12 year-round schools include Allan, Barrington, Becker, Maplewood, Metz, 
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Ortega, Sanchez, St. Elmo, Widen, Winn, and Wooldridge Elementary Schools and Webb 
Middle School. With the exception of Maplewood and St. Elmo, these are all Title I schools. 
The average pretest and posttest scores on the PPVT«R and TVIP were calculated for year-round 
schools (n=480), regular-calendar schools (n =1,408), and all pre-K students (n=l,888). Year- 
round school students were posttested at a later date so that days of instruction would be the 
same for both groups. Figure 8 presents the scores for all pre-K students who had valid PPVT-R 
pre- and posttest scores. The regular-calendar and year-round schools posttest results were 
similar. Regular-calendar schools made a slightly greater average gain (10.6 standard score 
points) than the year-round schools (9.2 standard score points). 



Figure 8: PPVT-R Scores for Pre-K Students at Year-Round Schools, 
Regular-Calendar Schools, and All Schools with a Pre-K Program, 1995-96 
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A sample of LEP Spanish-speaking students who received a bilingual instructional pre-K 
program was pre- and posttested with the TVIP in addition to the PPVT-R. A total of 564 
students (49.5% of all LEP pre-K students) had valid pre- and posttest scores on both the English 
and Spanish tests. The standard scores for students tested with the TVIP at year-round schools 
(n=139), regular-calendar schools (n=415), and all schools with a pre-K program (n=554) are 
shown in Figure 9. The average gain for year-round school students (5.4 standard score points) 
was smaller than the average gain for regular-calendar students (6.5 standard score points). 
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Figure 9: TVIP Scores for Spanish LEP Pre-K Students at Year-Round Schools, 

Regular-Calendar Schools, and All Schools with a Pre-K Program, 1995-96 
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As seen in Figures 8 and 9, the average pre- and posttest standard scores were higher for 
all students taking the TVIP than the average standard score for all students who took the PPVT- 
R. However, as seen in Figure 10, the average PPVT-R scores of all Spanish LEP students were 
low (below 50 standard score points). The average gain on the PPVT-R was higher for Spanish 
students at regular-calendar schools (12.1 standard score points) than at year-round schools (10 
standard score points). However, the year-round school students had higher PPVT pretest and 
posttest averages than regular-calendar school students. 
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Figure 10: PPVT-R Scores for Spanish LEP Pre-K Students at Year-Round Schools, Regular- 
Calendar Schools, and All Schools with a Pre-K Program, 1995-96 
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The scores of the English monolingual students (n=l,321) were grouped for a 
comparison between regular-calendar and year-round schools. While gains were similar, English 
monolingual students at year-round schools achieved a smaller average gain (8.7 standard score 
points) than regular-calendar students (9.5 standard score points). Figure 1 1 shows the PPVT-R 
scores for English monolingual students. 



Figure 11: PPVT-R Scores for English Monolingual Students at Year-Round Schools, Regular- 
Calendar Schools, and All Schools with a Pre-K Program, 1995-96 




Year-Round Regular- All Schools 

Schools Calendar With Pre-K 

Schools 



Haif-Day and Full-Day Comparisons 

Pre-K in AISD is offered to LEP students and low-income students through both half-day 
and full-day programs. Bilingual teachers are provided to Spanish LEP students. Because the 
extra half day of pre-K for full-day programs was funded by Title I, this comparison continues to 
be a topic of interest for Title I evaluation. 

The PPVT-R and TVIP data were evaluated on the basis of half-day and full-day 
programs. Half-day pre-K students achieved a greater average gain (11.6 standard score points) 
on the English language PPVT-R than full-day students (9.6). Overall, half-day pre-K students 
also scored much higher on the PPVT-R pre- and posttests than the full-day students. The 
finding that half-day students scored higher on the PPVT than full-day students reflects the fact 
that full-day students attend schools with higher concentrations of students who are more 
educationally disadvantaged than schools with half-day programs. Figure 12 shows the 1995-96 
PPVT-R scores for half-day and full-day pre-K students. 
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Figure 12: PPVT-R Pre- and Posttest Scores for Half-Day and Full-Day 
Pre-K Students, Fall 1995 to Spring 1996 




Full Day Half Day 



The TVIP has the same structure and standard score system as the PPVT-R. The average 
TVIP pre- and posttest scores were higher for full-day and half-day students than the PPVT 
averages. Half-day Spanish LEP students scored higher on average on the TVIP pretest (87.2) 
and posttest (93.0) than full-day Spanish LEP students (82.8 and 89.2, respectively). However, 
half-day Spanish LEP students made slightly smaller gains than full-day Spanish LEP students 
(5.8 and 6.4, respectively). Figure 13 shows the average TVIP pre- and posttest scores for full- 
day and half-day Spanish LEP students. 



Figure 13: TVIP Pre- and Posttest Scores for Half-Day and Full-Day Pre-K Students, 

Fall 1995 to Spring 1996 




Full Day Half Day 



Traditionally, full-day low-income students have made greater gains than half-day low- 
income students, while half-day low-income students have had higher pre- and posttest averages 
than full-day low-income students. However, in past years, the half-day LEP pre-K students 
have made greater gains than full-day LEP students, as well as having higher average pre- and 
posttest scores. These trends continued in 1995-96. 
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In 1994-95, gains on the PPVT-R were at an all time low for half-day low income and 
full-day LEP students. Gains increased from 1994-95 to 1995-96 for all pre-K students. The 
1995-96 PPVT-R average posttest scores were also higher for all pre-K students than the 1994-95 
scores. The half-day low-income average posttest stand 2 U'd score was higher in 1995-96 than 
ever before. 

Table 4 shows longitudinal data for the PPVT-R for 1990-91 through 1995-96, except for 
1991-92 when the Bracken Basic Concept Scale (BBCS) was given. Average pretest scores, 
average posttest scores, and average gains 2 ue presented. 



Table 4: Average PPVT-R Gains of Pre-K Students by Program Type, 
1990-91 through 1995-96* 
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927 
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85.4 
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Half-Dayj 
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94.5 
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Note: The Bracken Basic Concept Scale (BBCS) was given in 1991-92 instead of the PPVT-R and TVIP. 



TAAS Passing Rates for Former Pre-K Students 

In a longitudinal look at TAAS results for former AISD pre-K students, grade 3-6 
students who attended pre-K between 1988-89 and 1991-92 were compared with grade 3-6 
students at Title I schools who did not attend pre-K. Former pre-K students scored higher on 
TAAS Math and TAAS Writing, while low-income students who did not attend pre-K scored 
higher on TAAS Reading. The positive effects of pre-K seem to be long-term for low-income 
students who attended pre-K. Figure 14 shows the comparison of overall 1996 TAAS results of 
grade 3-6 former pre-K students and low-income students in Title I schools who did not attend 
pre-K. 
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Figure 14: 1996 TAAS Results for Former Pre-K Students and Low-Income 
Students at Title I Schools Who Did Not Attend Pre-K, Grades 3-6 




Reading Mathematics Writing 



M Attended Pre-K M Did Not Attend Pre-K 



Qualitative Data from the AISD Coordinated Survey 

The AISD Coordinated Survey was mailed to a random sample of teachers and 
administrators in the spring of 1996. Questions addressing pre-K teachers were responded to by 
140 teachers with the following instructional schedules: 

• 17.7% taught in half-day regular calendar programs; 

• 54.6% taught in full-day regular-calendar programs; 

• 1.4% taught in half-day year-round programs; and 

• 26.2% taught in fiill-day year-round programs. 

In 1995-96, the AISD pre-K programs were required to have a 22:1 student-teacher ratio 
(up from 18 in past years). Because class size was larger, some pre-K teachers were reassigned 
after school opened. The increased mobility of teachers and the increased class size were factors 
that were new to pre-K teachers. Although not verified by achievement data, when asked on the 
AISD Coordinated Survey if increased class size reduced the effectiveness of instruction, 91.4% 
of the 140 teachers who responded agreed or strongly agreed. Other responses to the 
Coordinated Survey by pre-K teachers included the following: 

• 75.9% disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement that half-day students 
receive the same amount of instructional time as fiill-day pre-K students. 

• 76.9% agreed or strongly agreed with the statement that their school uses a 
standardized pre-K curriculum (15.7% disagreed or strongly disagreed). 

• 91.2% agreed or strongly agreed with the statement that pre-K students are prepared 
for kindergarten when they complete the pre-K program. 

• 87.4% agreed or strongly agreed with the statement that bilingual pre-K enhances 
the transfer of bilingual language skills to English language skills. 
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A review of teacher certification revealed that the average number of years teaching 
experience for pre-K teachers is 9 years. Fifty-four percent of the teachers have 5 or more years 
experience, and 24% of the pre-K teachers have over 15 years of teaching experience. However, 
only 18 (1 1%) of the 164 teachers were certified in early childhood or kindergarten education. 

Summary 

The number of pre-K students served continues to increase as the percentage of low- 
income students in the District increases. Title I provided funding for the full-day program at 
schools with the greatest concentration of low-income students. Hispanic students made up the 
largest percentage (60%) of students served, followed by African American (23%), White/Other 
(13%), and Asian (3%). 

Average gains for year-round students were slightly lower than the gains for regular- 
calendar students, except for gains on the English PPVT-R scores for Spanish T HP students. 
This was the second year for year-round schools to have smaller gains, but year-round schools 
are closing the gap. The 1994-95 results included only seven schools on the year-round calendar. 
There were more schools (11) that utilized a year-round calendar in 1995-96 which made average 
scores more comparable for year-round and regular-calendar schools. 

The average gains for both half-day and full-day LEP and low-income students were 
higher in 1995-96 than in 1994-95. There was concern about the lower average posttest scores 
and smaller average gains for full-day LEP and full-day and half-day low-income students in 
1994-95. It is encouraging that the 1995-96 average scores and gains were higher than previous 
years’ averages. 

Pre-K attendance for the 1995-96 school year was examined more closely. It is likely 
that if the student attendance rate increased, student achievement would increase. The 
attendance rate for half-day and full-day students decreased in 1995-96. There is a correlation 
between the higher attendance rate for full-day and half-day ESL and full-day and half-day 
bilingual students and higher achievement (bilingual students tested in Spanish). Early 
childhood learning could be enhanced if low-income and/or LEP four-year-olds were recruited 
more aggressively and encouraged to enroll closer to the beginning of the school year, thus 
increasing the attendance rate. 

The majority of pre-K teachers responded on the Coordinated Survey that they felt that 
increased class size had reduced the effectiveness of instruction. With achievement gains 
increasing for all groups from 1994-95 to 1995-96, this perception is not validated by the 
achievement data. Certainly, having more four-year-olds to manage takes time away from 
instruction, but it does not necessarily decrease learning. Class size of pre-K classrooms should 
continue to be analyzed in relation to achievement gains. 

Overall, pre-K achievement has increased for all programs and sessions in 1995-96. It is 
likely that this result is due to the hard work and determination of the pre-K teachers. Because of 
the high cost of funding full-day pre-K, it is critical to monitor achievement progress. The AJSD 
longitudinal data show that students who attended pre-K scored higher on 1996 TAAS 
Mathematics and TAAS Writing and lower on TAAS Reading than grade 3-6 low-income 
students at Title I schools who did not attend pre-K. 
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While achievement levels are about the same or slightly higher for students who attended 
pre-K than for low-income students who did not attend pre-K, improved achievement for low- 
income students continues to be a goal. Standardized curriculum and hiring of teachers that are 
certified in early childhood education should enhance achievement results of the pre-K program. 
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Title I Kindergarten 

(Pre-K Longitudinal Study) 



In spring 1996, as part of a longitudinal evaluation of the pre-K program, the AISD Title 
I evaluation staff tested a sample of kindergarten students with the Peabody Picture Vocabulary 
Test-R (PPVT-R) and the Test de Vocabulario en Imagines Peabody (TVIP). In order to 
investigate effects over time of the prekindergarten program, a sample of kindergarten students 
who were served by the pre-K program in 1994-95 and a sample of Title I kindergarten students 
who were not served by pre-K were tested. 

Two comparisons of scores were made. First, for students who attended pre-K, scores 
from the end of pre-K and scores at the end of kindergarten were compared. It was hypothesized 
that, if effects were sustained over time, students who attended pre-K would continue to make 
gains in kindergarten. 

Then, the end of kindergarten scores for kindergarten students who attended pre-K were 
compared with test scores for kindergarten students who did not attend pre-K. It was 
hypothesized that, if the pre-K program was effective, students who were served by pre-K should 
have PPVT-R and TVIP scores that were at least equal to scores for similar students who were 
not served by pre-K. 

Methodology 

The kindergarten classes were selected randomly from Title I schools. As of January 
1996, when the samples were selected, there were 952 kindergarten students at Title I schools 
who did not attend AISD prekindergarten and 1,384 kindergarten students who had attended pre- 
K and had valid pre- and posttest scores. Students who attended pre-K but did not have valid 
pre-and posttests scores from pre-K were excluded from this study. 

Title I students were selected for testing in the group of kindergarten students who 
attended pre-K and those who did not attend pre-K. About half of the Title I kindergarten 
classrooms were involved in this study. A portion of Spanish-speaking students were selected. 
Because of the random selection process and the fact that there were more kindergarten students 
attending Title I schools in 1995-96 who had attended pre-K than students who had not attended 
pre-K, the number of tested students in the group that attended pre-K was larger (439) than the 
group that did not attend pre-K (249). Of the kindergarten students tested, 216 were Spanish 
speaking. Again, there were more students in the group that attended pre-K (176) than in the 
group that did not attend pre-K (40). Table 5 shows the number of students tested with the 
English PPVT-R and the Spanish TVIP, in each group. 



Table 5: Number of Kindergarten Students Tested Who 
Attended Pre-K and Who Did Not Attend Pre-K 
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Persons trained in the administration of the PPVT-R and the TVIP tested kindergarten 
students at regular-calendar schools in early May and at year-round schools in late May and early 
June. The testers went to the selected classrooms and tested as many kindergarten students as 
was possible before students went to lunch. 

Demographics 

During the 1995-96 school year, there were 176 kindergarten classes at the 34 Title I 
schools. The kindergarten population at these schools consisted of 3,062 students in spring 1996. 
This number represents 47% of the 6,493 AISD kindergarten students. 

Because four-year-olds who are from low-income fEunilies and/or students who are 
limited English proficient are eligible for pre-K, it was not possible to match the demographics of 
the two samples exactly. The percentage of low-income kindergarten students sampled was 
higher for the group that attended pre-K (94.1%) than the group that did not attend pre-K 
(71.5%). The percentage of Hispanic students was higher for the group of students who attended 
pre-K (71.7%) than the group that did not attend pre-K (55.4%). Table 6 shows the number, 
percent low income, and ethnicity for Title I kindergarten students, kindergarten students who 
were tested, and all AISD kindergarten students. 



Table 6: Demographics for Title I Kindergarten Students 
and All AISD Kindergarten Students, 1995-96 
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Achievement Data for Students Who Were Tested in Pre-K 

Scores were compared for all kindergarten students who had valid pre- and posttest 
scores from pre-K with their end of kindergarten scores. The scores reported are standard scores 
based on nationally established norms for children of varying age levels. The national standard 
score average is 100. Any gain greater than zero indicated that the student’s performance 
improved compared with the national average. Increases in standard scores from pre-K to 
kindergarten were made on both the PPVT-R and the TVIP from spring 1995 to spring 1996. An 
average gain of 5.6 standard score points was made on the PPVT-R from pre-K to kindergarten 
and a gain of 4.2 standard score points was made on the TVIP. Figure 15 shows the spring 1995 
and the spring 1996 PPVT-R and TVIP scores for students who attended pre-K. 
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Figure 15: Spring 1995 and Spring 1996 PPVT-R and TVIP Scores 
for Kindergarten Students Who Attended Pre-K 
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Limited English proficient (LEP) kindergarten students were tested in both English and 
Spanish. LEP students who attended pre-K showed an average gain of 11.2 standard score points 
on the PPVT-R and a 4.0 gain on the TVIP from spring 1995 to spring 1996. Figure 16 shows 
the spring 1995 and the spring 1996 PPVT-R and TVIP scores for LEP kindergarten students 
who attended pre-K. 

Figure 16: Spring 1995 and Spring 1996 PPVT-R and TVIP Scores 
for LEP Kindergarten Students Who Attended Pre-K 
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Monolingual English kindergarten students made gains also, although the gains were 
smaller than gains for the LEP students. The spring 1995 PPVT-R average score for English 
speaking students was 84.9 and the spring 1996 PPVT-R score was 86.5, an average gain of 1.6 
standard score points. 

Comparison of Achievement Data for the Two Groups Tested 

A review of the achievement data for students tested reveals some interesting 
information. The kindergarten students who did not attend pre-K had a higher average standard 
score (77.7) than kindergarten students who attended pre-K (74,5) on the PPVT-R, but the 
difference of 3.2 standard score points is not great. Due to entrance criterion for pre-K, the two 
groups were slightly different with more low-income and Spanish LEP students in the group who 
attended pre-K. 

The Spanish LEP kindergarten students who attended pre-K, however, outscored the 
Spanish LEP students who did not attend pre-K. The Spanish LEP kindergarten students who 
attended pre-K had an average standard score of 93.6 on the TVIP while the Spanish LEP 
students who did not attend pre-K had an average standard score of 87.9. Figure 17 shows the 
comparison of spring 1996 PPVT-R and TVIP scores for students who attended pre-K and for 
students who did not attend pre-K. 

Figure 17: Comparison of Spring 1996 PPVT-R and TVIP Scores for Kindergarten 
Students Who Attended Pre-K and Those Who Did Not Attend Pre-K 
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Summary and Conclusions 

The results of this study indicate that the pre-K program benefits language development, 
especially for the Spanish-speaking students. Spanish LEP students who attended pre-K 
outscored the Spanish LEP students who did not attend pre-K on the TVIP, 93.6 and 87.9, 
respectively. The Spanish LEP students scored close to the national average of 100 on the TVIP. 
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While the kindergarten students who attended pre-K did not do as well on the English 
PPVT-R as the students who did not attend pre-K, the average scores were within 3.2 standard 
score points. Because of the entrance criteria for pre-K, it was not possible to match the 
demographics of the two groups exactly. The larger number of Spanish LEP students in the 
group that attended pre-K may have lowered the PPVT average standard score as the Spanish 
speaking students score lower on the English language test (see Figure 10 on page 15). 

The results of this longitudinal pre-K study include the following : 

• An average gain of 11.2 standard score points was made on the English language 
PPVT-R by Spanish LEP students who attended pre-K. Scores for Spanish LEP 
students increased from end of pre-K (46.9) to end of kindergarten (58.1). 

• Overall, PPVT-R scores for all students who attended pre-K increased from 68.9 
standard score points at the end of pre-K to 74.5 for a gain of 5.6 standard score 
points. 

• Scores for Spanish speaking LEP students who attended pre-K increased from end of 
pre-K (89.5) to end of kindergarten (93.6) on the TVIP. 

• Scores for monolingual English kindergarten students who attended pre-K increased 
from end of pre-K (84.9) to end of kindergarten (86.5). 

• Spanish LEP students who attended pre-K outscored Spanish LEP students who did 
not attend pre-K (93.6 and 87.9 standard score points, respectively) on the TVIP at 
the end of kindergarten. 

When the scores of students who attended pre-K were analyzed, gains were evident in 
every comparison from pre-K to kindergarten. The prediction that students who attended pre-K 
would continue to make gains in kindergarten was true for English and Spanish-speaking 
students. 

When compared to other kindergarten students at Title I schools, Spanish LEP students 
outscored Spanish LEP students who did not attend pre-K by 5.7 average standard score points. 
Although students who attended pre-K scored an average of 3.2 standard score points below 
students who did not attend pre-K on the English PPVT-R, students who attended pre-K 
continued to make gains in kindergarten. The hypothesis that the kindergarten students who 
attended pre-K would have scores equal to students who did not attend pre-K was true for the 
Spanish LEP students. This result indicates that Spanish-speaking LEP kindergarten students 
build on the growth that is made in pre-K to surpass the achievement of low-income Spanish LEP 
students who did not attend prekindergarten. 
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Reading Recovery 

Program Description 

Reading Recovery is a supplementary reading program for grade 1 students who are 
having more difficulty learning to read than other students in their class. Selected students meet 
one-on-one with a trained Reading Recovery teacher for an average of 12-20 weeks. Students are 
selected for possible participation in Reading Recovery based on beginning of the year teacher 
rankings of students in their classrooms. Students in the bottom third of the rankings are 
selected, and additional assessment by Reading Recovery staff is performed. The goal of the 
program is to develop the reading and writing strategies necessary for students to work within the 
average reading level in their regular classroom. 

1995 - 96 Pilot Study 

During the spring of the 1995-96 school year, a pilot study was conducted to try out 
methodology for a fully implemented evaluation of the Reading Recovery program in 1996-97. 
Reading Recovery students who were beginning the program in January 1996 participated in the 
study. Similar students with low reading skills at a non-Reading Recovery Title I school were 
selected for the control group. 

Reading Recovery students (n=7) and control group students (n=8) were pre- and 
posttested using the Woodcock- Johnson-Revised (WJ-R). Reading Recovery students were 
tested upon entry into the program and at the end of the school year. Control group students 
were tested at the same time as Reading Recovery students. 

To determine if gains were attributable to Reading Recovery or to other influences, 
results for control group students were compared with results for Reading Recovery students. 
Higher posttest scores for Reading Recovery students indicate that the program is effective. 
However, these findings are preliminary. 

Preliminary findings 

While this small sample of students did not allow for generalizations about Reading 
Recovery, it was interesting to note several trends within the data. Of the students who received 
Reading Recovery instruction, 71% (n=5) made positive changes in their performance on the 
WJ-R. Two students made no gains, one remaining “Low” and one remaining “Low Average.” 
Of the students who did not receive any Reading Recovery instruction, none made any positive 
changes on the WJ-R. Of the eight tested, 50% showed no change in performance, while the 
other 50% declined in their performance over the school year. It appears that in this sample of 
students, Reading Recovery increased reading skills. 

1996 - 97 Full Evaluation 

During the 1996-97 school year, the Title I staff will conduct a full evaluation of the 
Reading Recovery program to determine whether the positive outcomes seen during the pilot 
study can be replicated in a larger sample of Reading Recovery students. Results from the full 
evaluation will be reported in the 1996-97 Title I final report. 
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Year-Round Schools 

Eleven elementary schools and one middle school followed the year-round school 
calendar in 1995-96. This calendar revolves around an approximate 60/20 schedule (60 days in 
school and 20 days out of school). The 60/20 schedule is in contrast to the regular-calendar 
schedule of nine months in school with the summer off. Both schedules provide 175 days of 
instruction. The breaks between the 60-day sessions at year-round schools are called 
intersessions. During these intersessions, students in attendance receive additional instruction. 

In 1995-96, four elementary schools (Allan, Barrington, Becker, and Wooldridge) and 
one middle school (Webb) were in their implementation year following the year-round calendar. 
For six other elementary schools, Maplewood, Metz, Ortega, St. Elmo, Widen, and Winn, 1995- 
96 was the second year following the year-round calendar. For Sanchez Elementary School, 
which implemented the year-round program in the 1992-93 school year, 1995-96 was the fourth 
year following the year-round calendar. (See Publications 93.25 and 94.03 for longitudinal data 
on Sanchez and the other six schools.) 

All twelve schools held intersessions in November 1995 and March 1996. Under the 
reauthorization of Title I, intersessions at ten of the schools were funded by Title I as well as by 
AISD allocations. Intersessions at the other two schools, Maplewood and St. Elmo, were funded 
by AISD and State allocations. Title I were budgeted for salary and benefits for teachers, clerks, 
and custodians who worked during the intersessions. At the end of each intersession, data were 
gathered on students served in the intersession in order to investigate the effectiveness of the 
intersession program in increasing achievement scores. 

Evaluation Methodology 

Demographic and quantitative data for all students on a year-round campus were 
reviewed and compared with data for regular-calendar students to investigate the effects of the 
year-round calendar. Results of year-round calendar data analyses are presented in the following 
sections. 

In the first set of analyses, data for the eleven elementary year-round schools are 
compared with data for ten similar Title I schools that did not participate in extended year 
programs. The selection criterion for inclusion of students in a group was that the student must 
have begun and ended the school year at his or her respective campus. There is no comparison of 
year-round and Title I middle school data because Webb is the only Title I middle school. In a 
second set of analyses, data for students at the year-round elementary schools and at Webb 
Middle School are compared with data for all of AISD’s regular-calendar elementary and middle 
school students. 

Year-Round and Regular-Calendar Title I Comparison 

A total of 6,201 students attended year-round elementary schools in 1995-96. 
Demographic variables for elementary year-round students and the comparison group of similar 
regular-calendar Title I students are presented in Table 7. There are minor differences only 
between the two groups on the demographic variables presented. 
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Table 7: Demographics for Elementary School Year-Round Students 
and Regular-Calendar Title I Students, 1995-96 
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In Table 8, attendance and discipline rates for elementary year-round students and 
regular-calendar Title I students, 1994-95 and 1995-96, are presented. Year-round students had 
higher attendance rates than regular-calendar Title I students in both years. Plus, the discipline 
rates for year-round students were the same as or lower than the discipline rates for regular- 
calendar Title I students during the same period, except in the spring of 1996. 



Table 8: Attendance and Discipline Rates for Elementary School Year-Round 
and Regular-Calendar Title I Students, 1994-95 and 1995-96 




TAAS Achievement 

Percentage passing TAAS Reading, TAAS Mathematics, TAAS Writing, and TAAS All 
Tests Taken were reviewed to investigate the effectiveness of year-round calendar. In Figure 18, 
the percentage passing TAAS Reading in 1995-96 for year-round calendar and regular-calendar 
Title I elementary school students in grades 3-6 are presented. Year-round students in grades 3-5 
had a slightly higher percentage passing TAAS Reading than regular-calendar Title I students. 
However, percentage passing for year-round students in grade 6 was slightly lower than for 
regular-calendar Title I students in grade 6. 
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Figure 18: Percentage of Elementary School Year-Round and Regular-Calendar 
Title I Students Who Passed TAAS Reading in 1995-96 
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In Figure 19, the percentage passing TAAS Mathematics in 1995-96 for year-round and 
regular-calendar Title I elementary school students in grades 3-6 are presented. Year-round 
students in grades 3 and 5 had a higher percentage passing TAAS Mathematics than regular- 
calendar Title I students. However, percentage passing for year-round students in grade 4 was 
slightly lower than for regular-calendar Title I students in grade 4, and percentage passing for 
year-round students in grade 6 was much lower than for regular-calendar Title I students in 
grade 6. 



Figure 19: Percentage of Elementary School Year-Round and Regular-Calendar 
Title I Students Who Passed TAAS Mathematics in 1995-96 
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In Figure 20, the percentage passing TAAS All Tests Taken in 1995-96 for year-round 
calendar and regular-calendar Title I elementary school students in grades 3-6 are presented. 
Year-round students in grades 3 and 5 had a higher percentage passing TAAS All Tests Taken 
than regular-calendar Title I students. However, percentage passing for year-round students in 
grade 4 was the same as regular-calendar Title I students in grade 4, and the percentage passing 
for year-round students in grade 6 was lower than for regular-calendar Title I students in grade 6. 



Figure 20: Percentage of Elementary School Year-Round and Regular-Calendar 
Title I Students Who Passed All Tests Taken in 1995-96 
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Finally, review of percentage passing grade 4 TAAS Writing indicated that both year-round 
students and regular calendar Title I students had a 70% passage rate. 

Year-Round and AISD Regular-Calendar Elementary School Comparison 

In Table 9, demographic data for elementary year-round students and regular-calendar 
students districtwide are presented. The demographic data in Table 9 suggest that the two groups 
are quite dissimilar. The greatest differences are in percentage low income, percentage minority, 
and percentage LEP status, with the year-round students having higher percentages for all of 
these variables. 



Table 9: Demographics for Elementary School Year-Round and 
Regular-Calendar Students, 1995-96 
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In Table 10, 1994-95 and 1995-96 attendance and discipline rates for elementary year- 
round and regular-calendar students are presented. Year-round students’ attendance rate 
exceeded regular-calendar students’ attendance rate in spring of 1996 only. Discipline rates for 
year-round students were the same as or higher than the rates for regular-calendar students in 
both years. 



Table 10: Attendance and Discipline Rates for Elementary School Year-Round 
and Regular-Calendar Students Districtwide, 1994-95 and 1995-96 
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TAAS Achievement 

The achievement data for elementary school students are displayed in Figures 21-23. In 
Figure 21, the percentages passing TAAS Reading in 1995-96 are presented for year-round and 
regular-calendar elementary school students in grades 3-6. The percentages of year-round 
students passing TAAS Reading in grades 3-5 were much lower than the percentages for regular- 
calendar students. However, the percentage passing for year-round students in grade 6 was only 
three points below regular-calendar students in grade 6. 

Figure 21: Percentage of Elementary School Year-Round and Regular-Calendar 
Students Who Passed TAAS Reading in 1995-96 



c 



Vi 






Ph 



C 

O 

o 



Oh 




Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 



H Year-Round Students Regular-Calendar Students 



In Figure 22, the percentage passing TAAS Mathematics in 1995-96 are presented for 
year-round and regular-calendar elementary school students in grades 3-6. The percentage of 
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year-round students passing TAAS Mathematics in grades 4-6 were much lower than the 
percentage for regular-calendar students. However, the percentage passing for year-round 
students in grade 3 was only three points below regular-calendar students in grade 3. 



Figure 22: Percentage of Elementary School Year-Round and Regular-Calendar 
Students Who Passed TAAS Mathematics in 1995-96 
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In Figure 23, the percentages passing TAAS All Tests Taken in 1995-96 are presented 
for year-round and regular-calendar elementary school students. The percentages of year-round 
students passing TAAS All Tests Taken in grades 3-6 were considerably lower than the 
percentages for regular-calendar students with no exceptions. 

Figure 23: Percentage of Elementary School Year-Round and 
Regular-Calendar Students Who Passed All Tests Taken in 1995-96 
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Year-Round and AISD Regular-Calendar Middle School Comparison 

In Tables 11 and 12, attendance, discipline, and demographic data for students at Webb 
Middle School and for AISD’s regular-calendar middle and junior high school students are 
presented. Again, the greatest differences are in the demographic variables: income, ethnicity, 
and LEP status with Webb students having higher percentages. The attendance rate for Webb 
students was lower than the rate for regular-calendar middle and junior high school students in 
the fall of 1995, but was higher than regular-calendar students by the spring of 1996. The 
discipline rate for students at Webb was lower than the rate for regular-calendar students in the 
fall and spring of the 1995-96 school year. 



Table 11: Demographics for Middle School Year-Round 
and Regular-Calendar Students 1995-96 
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Table 12: Attendance and Discipline Rates for Middle School 



Year-Round and Regular-Calendar Students, 1995-96 
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TAAS Achievement 

In Figures 24-27, achievement data for the year-round and regular-calendar middle 
school students are presented. Results of these comparisons mir ror those of the elementary 
school comparisons. A higher percentage of regular-calendar middle school students districtwide 
passed TAAS than Webb’s year-round students. The gap between year-round and regular- 
calendar middle school students is larger than the gap between year-round and regular-calendar 
elementary school students. 
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Figure 24: Percentages of Middle School Year-Round and Regular-Calendar 
Students Who Passed TAAS Reading in 1995-96 




Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade 8 



^ Y ear-Round Students ^ Regular-Calendar Students 



Figure 25: Percentage of Middle School Year-Round and Regular-Calendar 
Students Who Passed TAAS Mathematics in 1995-96 
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Figure 26: Percentage of Middle School Year-Round and Regular-Calendar 
Students Who Passed All Tests Taken in 1995-96 
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Figure 27: Percentage of Grades 4 and 8 Year-Round and Regular-Calendar 
Students Who Passed TAAS Writing in 1995-96 




Grade 4 


Grade 8 


^Year-Round Students 


M Regular-Calendar Students 



Examination of the data indicated that neither the elementary nor middle school year- 
round students fared better academically than regular-calendar students. However, investigation 
of other indicators showed that year-round students made promising gains in the following areas: 
• Retention rates were lower for elementary year-round students (0.0%) than for 
regular-calendar students’ (0.3%) and much lower for middle school year-round 
students (0.0%) than for regular-calendar middle school students (12.3%); 
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• The discipline rate for elementary year-round students was lower than the rate for 
regular-calendar students; 

• The school leaver rate for Webb Middle School students was 0.0% compared to 
1.3% for regular-calendar students; and 

• The grade average for Webb students was only slightly lower than for regular- 
calendar students (1.1 points lower in fall 1995 and 0.3 points lower in spring 1996). 

Summary 

When compared to a group of similar Title I students, year-round elementary students 
showed positive results in attendance and achievement in grades 3 and 5. Attendance rates for 
year-round students were higher than rates for regular-calendar Title I students in 1994-95 and 
1995-96. While TAAS achievement comparisons are favorable for grades 3 and 5, grade 6 
students at year-round schools fell behind their Title I regular-calendar counterparts. 

Year-round students in grades 3 and 5 had higher percentages passing TAAS Reading, 
Mathematics, and All Tests Taken than regular-calendar Title I students at the schools without 
extended year programs in 1995-96. However, grade 6 year-round students had lower 
percentages passing than regular-calendar Title I students in all areas of the TAAS tests. 

As a group, elementary and middle school year-round students met the State 
Performance Standards for the 1995-96 school year. When compared to TAAS results for 
students districtwide, TAAS results for year-round students were lower in each case. The 
demographics of the year-round schools differ greatly from the overall AISD demographics. 
Because LEP and low-income students score lower than other groups on average on TAAS, the 
higher percentage of low-income and LEP students in the year-round elementary and middle 
school group impacts the percentage passing TAAS. A longitudinal look at the progress of year- 
round students compared to regular-calendar students districtwide will be the focus of 
comparison in future years. 
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Title I Summer Programs 




The data reported for Title I summer programs in this section pertain to the 1995 summer 
school program. Data for the 1996 summer programs will be available later this year. 

In the summer of 1995, one neglected or delinquent (N or D) institution (Gardner-Betts 
Juvenile Justice Center) and four elementary schools (Allan, Allison, Langford, and Pecan 
Springs) held four-week summer programs between May 29 and June 30, 1995. The sessions 
were customized by each participating school or institution to serve students who were 
designated at risk of academic failure. The majority of classes fell into the reading and 
mathematics categories. 

Gardner-Betts Summer Program 

Gardner-Betts provided in-house instruction to the residents in mathematics, science, and 
reading comprehension. Informal methods such as listening to students read and interviews at 
the time of entry were used to assess student needs. Ongoing informal assessment was used to 
monitor progress until students exited the institution. Exit time was left to the court’s discretion. 

Because N or D institutions are prohibited by law from releasing names of residents, 
measurement of the effectiveness of the summer program at Gardner-Betts was not possible. 
Review of the demographic information from Gardner-Betts shows the following: 

• Two hundred-twenty residents were served during the June 2- June 28, 1995 period; 

• Eighty-nine percent of the residents were male and 1 1 % were female; 

• Sixth-two percent were enrolled in AISD and 17% were enrolled in other school 
districts during the 1994-95 school year; and 

• Forty-five percent of the residents were Hispanics, 39% were African American, and 
16% were White. 

Title I Elementary School Summer Program 

In the summer of 1995, a total of 173 students in grades K-6 attended Title I-funded 
summer programs at Allan, Allison, Langford, and Pecan Springs. Review of the demographic 
information shows the following: 

• Eighty percent of the students were low income; 

• Fifty-one percent were female and 49% were male; and 

• Eleven percent of the students were LEP, 7% were overage for their grade, and 10% 
were students with disabilities. 

TAAS Comparisons 

To determine effectiveness of the 1995 elementary school summer program, TAAS 
results were reviewed. The 1996 TAAS percentages passing were compared for students 
attending the 1995 Title I summer program, for other students at Title I schools without a 
summer program, and for students districtwide. 

Summer program students in grades 5 and 6 showed higher percentages passing than 
other Title I students in TAAS Reading, Mathematics, and All Tests Taken. Grade 6 summer 
program students had higher percentages passing than students districtwide on these tests. 
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However, grade 3 and 4 summer program students lagged 4 to 16 percentage points 
behind other Title I students who did not attend the summer program on TAAS Reading, 
Mathematics, and All Tests Taken. Grade 4 summer program students outscored other Title I 
students on TAAS Writing. Figures 28-30 shows the percentage of 1995 summer school 
students, other Title I students without a summer program, and students districtwide who passed 
the 1996 TAAS Reading, Mathematics, and All Tests Taken. 

Figure 28: Percentage of 1995 Summer Pro^am Students, Other Title I Students, 
and Students Districtwide Who Passed TAAS Reading in 1995-96 
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Figure 29: Percentage of 1995 Summer Program Students, Other Title I Students, and Students 
Districtwide Who Passed the 1996 TAAS Mathematics in 1995-96 
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Figure 30: Percentage of 1995 Summer Program Students, Other Title I Students, 
and Students Districtwide Who Passed TAAS All Tests Taken in 1995-96 
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Attendance and Discipline 



The attendance and discipline rates were reviewed for the 1995 summer program 
students. Attendance and discipline rates for the 1994-95 and 1995-96 school year were 
compared for students who participated in the 1995 summer program, for students at Title I 
schools without a summer program, and for students districtwide. 

Summer program students had higher attendance rates than other Title I students and 
students districtwide in 1994-95. Attendance rates for summer program students were higher 
than for other Title I students and the same as students districtwide in 1995-96. 

There were no discipline reports on any of the summer program students in 1994-95 or 
1995-96. Table 13 shows attendance and discipline rates for summer program students, other 
Title I students, and students districtwide for 1994-95 and 1995-96. 



Table 13: Attendance and Discipline for 1995 Summer Program Students, 
Other Title I Students, and Students Districtwide, 1994-95 and 1995-96 




Summary and Conclusions 



The 1995 summer program students at each grade level met the State accountability 
system criteria by 30% of more of the students passing the 1996 TAAS. Attendance and 
discipline rates were favorable when compared to other Title I students and students districtwide. 
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Grade 5 summer program students consistently showed higher percentages passing 
TAAS than other Title I students who did not attend the summer program. However, TAAS 
scores for grade 3 and 4 summer program students raise concerns. Grade 3 and 4 summer 
program students lagged 4 to 16 percentage points behind other Title I students who did not 
attend summer programs on TAAS Reading, TAAS Mathematics, and TAAS All Tests Taken. 
These concerns will be conveyed to elementary school program coordinators. Title I evaluation 
staff will follow-up these results with a look at the 1996 summer program students and the 1997 
TAAS passing percentages. 
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Other Title I Programs 

In 1995-96, schoolwide program schools used funds in various ways to improve student 
achievement. The principals and staff of the schools worked together to find interventions that 
fit the specific needs of their students. In addition to lowering the pupil-teacher ratio and 
offering full-day pre-K, interventions included educational computer programs, special reading 
instruction programs, summer school, intersessions at year-round schools, mentoring programs, 
and many others. Programs that are in effect at some of the Title I schools are described below. 

Content Mastery 

The Content Mastery program was designed to assist learning disabled students in 
achieving their maximum potential in the mainstream classroom. Content Mastery uses a 
collaborative approach in which special education teachers work with general education teachers 
to match the demands of the class with the skills of the student. Students are identified for 
Content Mastery through teacher recommendation and diagnostic testing. 

Students served by Content Mastery received grade-level instruction and assignments in 
the regular classroom, and went to the Content Mastery lab for help with classroom work, if 
needed. The format of the assignment was modified (large print, shortened length, etc.) to meet 
the child’s special needs while retaining the content of the instruction. Computers were 
sometimes used as a teaching tool. 

Thirteen Title I schools offered Content Mastery in 1995-96. The schools offering 
Content Mastery to Title I students were Allan, Andrews, Barrington, Brooke, Dawson, Harris, 
Langford, Sims, Walnut Creek, Widen, Winn, Wooldridge, and Wooten. 

Help One Student to Succeed (HOSTS) 

Help One Student To Succeed (HOSTS) is a structured mentoring program in which 
volunteers tutor elementary students in language arts. Students are selected for HOSTS through 
standardized test scores (below the 45th percentile in reading), a teacher-administered test, and 
teacher recommendation on a space available basis. Volunteers, recruited by the HOSTS 
coordinator, met with students on the same day each week throughout the year for 30 minutes to 
an hour in order to establish a continuing relationship with their students. 

The HOSTS program coordinator conducted educational testing and wrote individual 
lesson plans for the students. Volunteers were then able to assist students using the instructional 
plan. In 1995-96, the HOSTS program served students at Barrington, Dawson, Ortega, Widen, 
and Zavala. 

Higher Order Thinking Skills (HOTS) 

Higher Order Thinking Skills (HOTS) is a general thinking skills program designed 
primarily for Title I and for mildly learning disabled students in grades 4-7. The program strives 
to enhance basic skills and social interaction skills. Instead of reteaching the information that 
students have not previously learned, HOTS encourages the development of thinking strategies 
that students need in order to learn new material when it is first taught in the classroom. Brown 
and Harris Elementary served Title I students with the HOTS program in 1995-96. 




42 



51 



95.02 



Title I/Title I Migrant Evaluation Report. 1995-96 



Integrated Learning System (ILS) 

An integrated learning system (ILS) is a computer system that provides instruction in 
several subject areas and practice problems covering a multiple-year curriculum. The two major 
ILSs used in AISD in 1995-96 were the Computer Curriculum Corporation (CCC) system and the 
Jostens Learning system. Also mentioned as computer technology used at Title I schools was 
Writing to Read, Writing to Write, and TAAS analysis software. 

There were 14 Title I schools that used CCC and Jostens in 1995-96. Eleven schools 
utilized CCC-Allison, Barrington, Brooke, Jordan, Linder, Norman, Oak Springs, Pecan Springs, 
Winn, Wooldridge, and Wooten. The three Title I schools that used the Jostens system in 1995- 
96 were Govalle, Houston, and Sims. 

Extended Day Programs 

Three elementary schools used Title I funds for extended day programs. Special grades 
or specific subject areas were targeted by Govalle, Reilly, and Walnut Creek for additional 
instruction after school. The four Title I middle schools offered an extended day tutoring 
program using Title I funds. Thirteen other Title I schools reported offering enrichment or 
extracurricular activities at the end of the school day. 
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Nonpublic/Nonprofit Schools 

Title I eligible students who are attending nonpublic/nonprofit schools may be served 
with Title I funds. Funding for a nonpublic/nonprofit school is based on the number of low- 
income students from Title I attendance zones that are enrolled at the nonpublic/nonprofit school. 
Once funds are generated, all students from Title I attendance zones are eligible for service if 
they meet the criteria of needing assistance to meet State achievement standards. 

Four nonpublic/nonprofit schools in the AISD attendance area participated in the 1995- 
96 Title I program. Three of the schools, Sacred Heart Catholic School, St. Martin’s Lutheran 
School, and St. Mary’s Cathedral School had programs in operation. Praise Christian Academy 
did not implement a program because of late funding. 

Demographics 

In 1995-96, 112 students were served at three nonpublic schools. Sacred Heart Catholic 
School served 25 (of the 41) eligible students from pre-K to grade 2; St. Martin’s Lutheran 
School served 4 students in pre-K through grade 2; and St. Mary’s Cathedral School served 83 
students in pre-K through grade 8. Table 14 shows the number of students eligible and served, 
plus demographic data for students served at nonpublic/nonprofit schools in 1995-96. 



Table 14: Number of Students Served and Demographic Data for 
Nonpublic/Nonprofit Schools, 1995-96 
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Supplementary Instructional Programs 

In 1995-96, St. Mary’s Cathedral School had participated in the Title I program for six 
years while Praise Christian Academy was in its first year of participation; St. Martin’s Lutheran 
School and Sacred Heart Catholic School had each been in the program for one year. All of the 
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nonpublic/nonprofit schools used Title I funds to provide supplementary reading instruction. St. 
Mary’s provided additional instruction in mathematics to Title I students. Table 15 shows the 
number of students served by subject area at the participating schools. 



Table 15: Number of Students Served at Nonpublic/Nonprofit 
Schools by Type of Instructional Service, 1995-96 
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The nonpublic schools used their funds in a variety of ways to supplement instruction. 
The principals at the nonpublic schools described the 1995-96 Title I supplementary instructional 
programs at their schools as the following: 

• Library Outreach Program at Sacred Heart; 

• Individualized Instruction Kits at St. Martin’s; 

• Computer Assisted Instruction (CAI) at St. Mary’s; and 

• CAI at Praise Christian Academy in 1996-97. 

All four schools targeted, or plan to target in 1996-97, students having difficulties in 
language arts, reading, and mathematics. One school’s target group included students with visual 
impairment. In order to investigate program effectiveness. Title I/Title I Migrant staff surveyed 
principals of the participating nonpublic/nonprofit schools. Staff at the three operational schools 
responded yes to the question **Were your program goals met?"' Praise Christian responded “no” 
to this question because they did not receive materials or equipment in time for program 
implementation. In response to the question **How were Title I funds spent at your school or 
facility this school year?'' principals indicated the following: 

• St. Mary’s, Sacred Heart, and Praise Christian Academy bought computers and 
software. 

• St. Martin’s purchased individualized support materials for the students served based 
on their fall standardized test results. 

• Sacred Heart bought additional materials for the Library Outreach Program. 

• St. Mary’s paid the Jostens’ licensing fee and purchased classroom furniture. 

Achievement 

Beginning with the 1995-96 school year, the Title I State student performance standards 
became the State’s accountability system criteria. (See the section of this report on student 
progress and achievement for details about the accountability criteria.) To determine 
instructional program effectiveness for public school students, the criterion percentage passing 
TAAS is used. To determine program effectiveness in the case of nonpublic schools, percentage 
showing gains on a recognized standardized achievement test is used. 
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Sacred Heart Catholic School 

The Sacred Heart pre-K through grade 2 students who participated in the Library 
Outreach Program were tested with the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS). 
Kindergarten students had only posttest scores while grade 1 and 2 students had pre- and posttest 
scores. The achievement data indicated the following: 

• Three of five grade 1 students made gains on the CTBS. 

• One of three students in grade 2 made a gaiin in reading; and one of three students 
made a gain in mathematics. 

St Martin’s Lutheran School 

St. Martin’s served four students in pre-K through grade 2. Individualized Instruction 
Kits were purchased for students based on their fall Stanford Achievement Test scores. The 
achievement data indicated the following: 

• All students tested made gaiins in mathematics. 

• Fifty percent of the students tested made gains in reading. 

St. Mary’s Cathedral School 

St. Mary’s Cathedral School used Title I funds to pay for the Josten’s computer system 
licensing fee. The 83 students eligible for Title I used computer assisted instruction. Pre-K and 
kindergarten students were tested with the PPVT-R and grade 1 through grade 8 students were 
tested with the CTBS. The achievement data indicated the following: 

• Pre-K and kindergarten students made gains on the PPVT-R. 

• Grade 1 and 5 students made gains in reading and mathematics. 

• Grade 2, 4, and 7 students made gains in reading, but not in mathematics. 

• Grade 3 students showed losses in both reading and mathematics. 

• Grade 6 and 8 students showed a loss in reading and a gain in mathematics. 

Summary and Conclusions 

Analyses of students' scores at Sacred Heart, St. Martin’s, and St. Mary’s in grades 2-8 
show pre- and posttest scores for 53 students. Forty percent of the students made gains in 
reading, and 42% made g£uns in mathematics. (See Table 16.) Further examination of the 
individual scores showed that a number of students, mostly at St. Mary’s, experienced significant 
losses between the pre- and posttest; this lowered average gains for the entire group. 



Table 16: Summary of Group Percentile Gains or Losses 
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Overall, it appears that program implementation in 1995-96 was minimally effective in 
meeting the goal stated for private school children in the Title I regulations. The goal is “to help 
private school students make adequate progress toward achieving the State’s challenging 
student performance standards. ” 
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Institutions For Neglected or Delinquent Youth 

Only ten of the eleven neglected or delinquent (N or D) institutions served residents 
during the 1995-96 school year. The ten N or D institutions (Gardner-Betts Juvenile Justice 
Center; Travis County Residential Youth Services; Children’s Shelter and Assessment Center of 
Texas; Youth Options; Turman House; Mary Lee Apartments; Mary Lee Foundation; Junior 
Helping Hand; Better Roads Group Home; and Settlement Club Home) served 1,769 children 
who lived in AISD’s attendance area. Oaks Treatment Center did not implement its program due 
to late arrival of funds. 

Under reauthorization of Title I, two institutions classified as detention centers and one 
halfway house were funded under the Title I SAS-203 Grant award. This award expanded the 
existing Title I program to provide States with two sources of funding, State and local subgrant 
funds. The other seven institutions, classified as institutions for neglected children, were funded 
through regular Title I. 

The ten N or Ds are categorized in the following manner: 

• Two detention centers: Gardner-Betts and Travis County Youth Shelter (Grant); 

• Two emergency children shelters: Children’s Shelter and Youth Options (Title I); 

• A Texas Youth Commission (TYC) Halfway House: Turman House (Grant); and 

• Five residential treatment facilities: Better Roads, Jr. Helping Hand Home for 

Children, Mary Lee Apartments, Mary Lee Foundation, and Settlement Club Home 
(Title I). 

Placements in these institutions were made because of delinquency, abuse, neglect, 
and/or emotional and behavioral problems. Five sites sent all students to AISD schools; three 
sites had an educational program in the facility and sent some students to AISD schools; and two 
sites sent some students to AISD while other students participated in GED or alternative 
programs. 

Although the three institutions were funded under the Title I Supplemental Grant Award 
in 1995-96, Title I staff continued to track program implementation. Title I staff gathered 
demographic, qualitative, and quantitative data from the institutions. 

Demographic Data 

The 10 neglected or delinquent institutions served 1,769 youths in 1995-96. Key 
demographics from the N or D institutions include the following: 

• 70% were male and 30% were female; 

• 32% were African American; 

• 42% were Hispanic; 

• 25% were White; 

• 3% were LEP; and 

• 2% were Homeless. 

In Table 17, demographic and quantitative data for the N or D institutions for 1995-96 tu-e 
presented. A further breakdown of these data by institution is presented in Appendix B. 
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Table 17: 1995-96 Demographics and Quantitative Data for 
Neglected or Delinquent Institutions 
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Program Descriptions 

Better Roads, Junior Helping Hand Home for Children, and Mary Lee Apartments 
provided supplementary tutorial services in specific instructional areas for some residents. The 
other seven institutions provided services in all areas for all youth served. 

Stciff from neglected or delinquent institutions were asked to respond to a progreun 
survey. The survey consists of three questions designed to secure campus program descriptions; 
goals, whether they were met; and how Title I funds were spent. Neglected or delinquent 
institutions described their programs as follows: 

• Gardner-Betts Juvenile Justice Center - Delinquent detainees, ages 10 to 16, were 
provided supplementary instruction through an on-site program. 



ERIC 

liMmifnffTiaaa 



49 



58 



95.02 



Title I/Title I Migrant Evaluation Report. 1995-96 



• Travis County Residential Services - Delinquent detainees, ages 10 to 16, were 
provided an on-site, self-paced instructional program for youth under house 
detention. Students who attended school off site were provided after-school tutoring. 

• Children’s Shelter and Assessment Center of Texas - Children ages 0-21, were 
removed from their homes for emergency placement. The preschool residents were 
served through an on-site curriculum. School age residents attended AISD, and were 
tutored after school. 

• Youth Options - Homeless youth, ages 6 to 18, were served on site, until they could 
be enrolled in AISD or an alternative education program. Students still had access to 
an after-school supplementary tutoring service after enrollment in AISD or an 
alternative program. 

• Turman House - Male adolescents, ages 16 to 21, mostly classified as nonviolent 
offenders, were enrolled in AISD and received after-school supplementary tutoring 
services. 

• Better Roads and Mary Lee Foundation - Coed youth, grades 9-12, participating in 
transitional living programs, attended AISD secondary schools and received after- 
school supplementary tutoring services. 

• Mary Lee Apartments - A coed group of youth, ages 0 to 21, with specific special 
education needs, lived in a group home. The residents received on-site and after- 
school supplementary instruction. 

• Junior Helping Hand and Settlement Club Home - All females, ages 0-21, living in 
group homes, received on-site and after-school supplementary instruction. 

All institutions met their goals. Some reported forwarding a record number of grade 
reports to receiving institutions that enabled students to receive credit for grades, attendance, 
graduation, and GEDs. All the institutions were more satisfied this year with their ability to 
involve and retain residents in after-school tutorials. Two institutions cited 50 percent of their 
eligible populations graduating from regular high school or meeting GED requirements. In 1995- 
96, Title I funds were spent at the N or D institutions on staff, library materials, and educational 
materials and supplies. 

Summary and Conclusions 

Two of the neglected or delinquent institutions, in spite of receiving late funding, were 
able to send out more grade reports and to graduate more than one-half of their eligible 
populations. The other institutions enrolled and retained more youth in after-school tutorial 
programs and had fewer behavioral problems this year. Continuity in staff and program may 
have contributed to these positive findings. 
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TITLE I STUDENT PROGRESS AND 
ACHIEVEMENT OVERVIEW 
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Student Progress and Achievement 

Under the reauthorized Title I regulations, the Title I student performance standards are a 
state’s accountability system criteria. For Texas, these criteria include: percentage of students 
passing TAAS, annual dropout rate, and attendance rate. TAAS accountability figures are based 
on students that are enrolled in the District on a selected day at the end of October (October 27 
for 1995) and subsequently take the TAAS test on a campus during the spring administration. 
The 1995-96 requirement for each criterion are as follows: 

• At least 30% of all students in the October subset had to pass each section of the 
TAAS test, which includes reading and mathematics at grades 3 through 8 and 
writing in grades 4 and 8. 

• At least 30% of students in each disaggregated group had to pass the TAAS test. 
The disaggregated groups are: African American, Hispanic, White, and 
Economically Disadvantaged, 

• The attendance rate must be 94% or higher for students on a campus that are in 
grades 1-12. However, a campus will not be placed in campus improvement by 
attendance rate alone. 

• The annual dropout rate must be 6% or less for a middle school campus, and for 
each disaggregated group at the campus. This requirement does not apply to 
elementary schools. 

For 1996-97, the criteria and the requirements remain the same, except TAAS passing 
level will be raised to 35% of students on a campus. 

Achievement Data for Schoolwide Programs in 1994-95 and 1995-96 

As seen in the Figures 31-33, Title I school wide program students held constant or 
dropped slightly in percentage passing TAAS Reading and TAAS Writing from 1994-95 to 1995- 
96. Plus, Title I schoolwide program students continued to improve in TAAS Mathematics. 
Title I schoolwide program students have been passing reading and writing at a higher percentage 
than mathematics for several years. The higher passing rates in reading and writing may be a 
result of the initiatives for improved achievement in language arts; the improved passing rates in 
mathematics may be a result of the more recent initiative for improved achievement in 
mathematics. 
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Figure 31: Comparison of Schoolwide Program Students’ Percentage Passing TAAS Reading for 
1994-95 and 1995-96, by Disaggregated Groups, Collapsed Across Grades 3-8 
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Figure 32: Comparison of Schoolwide Program Students’ Percentage Passing TAAS 
Mathematics for 1994-95 and 1995-96, by Disaggregated Groups, Collapsed Across Grades 3-8 
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Figure 33: Comparison of Schoolwide Program Students’ Percentage Passing TAAS Writing for 
1994-95 and 1995-96, by Disaggregated Groups, for Grades 4 and 8 
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Achievement Data for School wide Programs and for the District 

In Figures 34 through 36, results of Spring 1996 TAAS testing for Title I schoolwide 
programs and for the District are compared. A lower percentage of students at Title I schoolwide 
programs passed the reading and mathematics sections of TAAS than students throughout the 
District. Although the percentage of Title I students passing TAAS Mathematics was relatively 
low when compared with the percentage passing for the other groups, Title I students have 
continued to make gains in mathematics since 1993*94. 
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Figure 34: Comparison of AISD and Schoolwide Program Students’ Percentage 
Passing 1995-96 TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Groups, Collapsed Across Grades 3-8 
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Figure 35: Comparison of AISD and Schoolwide Program Students’ Percentage 
Passing 1995-96 TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Groups, Collapsed Across Grades 3-8 
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Figure 36; Comparison of AISD and Schoolwide Program Students’ Percentage 
Passing 1995-96 TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Groups, Collapsed Across Grades 4 and 8 
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Conclusions 

Overall, Title I campuses fell behind other campuses in student achievement. However, 
results indicated that the majority of students at Title I schoolwide programs have been making 
gains in mathematics from 1993-94 to 1995-96. Three of the Title I schoolwide programs were 
rated low performing in 1995-96. Title I schoolwide programs that are rated low-performing for 
three years in a row will be monitored by the Federal as well as State Education Agency. 

Achievement Data by School 

In Figures 37 through 150, 1996 TAAS Reading, TAAS Mathematics, and TAAS 
Writing percentages passing are presented by disaggregated group for each of the Title I schools. 
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Allan Elementary 



Figure 37: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




* There were not enough White students in 1996 to group. 
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Figure 38: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




* There were not enough White students in 1996 to group. 



Figure 39: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




* There were not enough White students in 1995 or 1996 to group. 
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Allison Elementary 

Figure 40: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 41: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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* There were not enough White students in 1996 to group. 

Figure 42: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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* There were not enough White students in 1995 or 1996 to group. 



59 




Percent Passing 



95.02 



Title I/Title I Migrant Evaluation Report. 1995-96 



Andrews Elementary 

Figure 43: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 44: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 45: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Barrington Elementary 



Figure 46: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




Figure 47: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Becker Elementary 



Figure 49: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 50: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 51: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




* There were not enough African American students in 1996 or White students in 1995 or 1996 to group. 
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Blackshear Elementary 



a 



c 

a 



* There were not enough White students in 1995 or 1996 to group. 

Figure 53: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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* There were not enough White students in 1995 or 1996 to group. 



Figure 54: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




* There were not enough White students in 1995 or 1996 to group. 



Figure 52: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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BLANTON Elementary 



Figure 55: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




Figure 56: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 57: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Brooke Elementary 

Figure 58; TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




♦ There were not enough African American or White students in 1995 or 1996 to group. 



bo 

a 



Vi 






Pu, 



0> 

u 



Pu, 



Figure 59: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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* There were not enough African American or White students in 1995 or 1996 to group. 



Figure 60; TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Brown Elementary 



Figure 61: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 62: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 





Figure 63: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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* There were not enough African American students in 1996 or White students in 1995 to group. 
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Campbell Elementary 
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Figure 64: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 65: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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* There were not enough White students in 1995 or 1996 to group. 



Figure 66: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




* There were not enough White students in 1995 or 1996 to group. 
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Dawson Elementary 

Figure 67: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 68: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 69: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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' There were not enough African American students in 1995 and 1996 or White students in 1995 to group. 
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Galindo Elementary 



Figure 70: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




Figure 71: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 72: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Go VALLE Elementary 



Figure 73: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




* There were not enough White students in 1995 or 1996 to group. 
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Figure 74: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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* There were not enough White students in 1995 or 1996 to group. 



Figure 75: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




* There were not enough White students in 1995 or 1996 to group. 
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Harris Elementary 



Figure 76: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 77: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 78: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




* There were not enough White students in 1996 to group. 
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Houston Elementary 



Figure 79: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




Figure 80: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 81: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Jordan Elementary 

Figure 82: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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* There were not enough White students in 1995 or 1996 to group. 

Figure 83: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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* There were not enough White students in 1995 or 1996 to group. 

Figure 84: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Langford Elementary 



Figure 85: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 86: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 87: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Linder Elementary 

Figure 88: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 89: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




Figure 90: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Metz Elementary 

Figure 91: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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* There were not enough African American or White students in 1995 or 1996 to group. 

Figure 92: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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* There were not enough African American or White students in 1995 or 1996 to group. 

Figure 93: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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76 



84 




95.02 



Title I/Title I Migrant Evaluation Report. 1995-96 




Norman Elementary 

Figure 94: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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* There were not enough White students in 1996 to group. 



Figure 95: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 



w 



B 

(D 

O 

Ui 

(D 




* There were not enough White students in 1995 or 1996 to group. 



Figure 96: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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♦ There were not enough White students in 1995 or 1996 to group. 
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Oak Springs/Rice Elementary 

Figure 97: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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* There were not enough African American or White students in 1995 or 1996 to group. 

Figure 98: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 99: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Ortega Elementary 

Figure 100: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




* There were not enough White students in 1995 or 1996 to group. 



a 



a, 

c 

o 

o 



a. 



Figure 101: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 102: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Pecan Springs Elementary 

Figure 103: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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* There were not enough White students in 1996 to group. 

Figure 104: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




All Students African American Hispanic 



White 



ei995 



Q 1996 



Economically 

Disadvantaged 



* There were not enough White students in 1996 to group. 

Figure 105: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Pleasant Hill Elementary 

Figure 106: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




Figure 107: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 108: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Reilly Elementary 

Figure 109; TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 110; TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 111; TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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RiDGETOP Elementary 



es 

c 



f/i 




Figure 1 12: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 1 13: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Grroup, 1995 and 1996 




* There were not enough African American 1995 to group. 



Figure 114: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Sanchez Elementary 
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Figure 115: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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* There were not enough African American students in 1995 or 1996 to group. 



Figure 116: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 117: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Sims Elementary 

Figure 1 18: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 119: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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* There were not enough White students in 1995 or 1996 to group. 



Figure 120: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Walnut creek Elementary 
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Figure 121: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




Figure 122: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




Figure 123: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Widen Elementary 



Figure 124: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




Figure 125: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 126: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Wenn Elementary 

Figure 127: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 





Figure 128: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 129: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Wooldridge Elementary 

Figure 130: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 131: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 132: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Wooten Elementary 



Figure 133: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




Figure 134: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 135: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Zavala Elementary 



Figure 136: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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* There were not enough White students in 1995 or 1996 to group. 



Figure 137: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 138: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




All Students 



African American 



Hispanic 



White 



[ 



El 1995 



B1996 



Economically 

Disadvantaged 



♦ There were not enough African Americans in 1996 and White students in 1995 or 1996 to group. 



91 



99 




Percent Passing 



95.02 



Title I/Title I Migrant Evaluation Report. 1995-96 

DOBiE Middle School 



Figure 139: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 140: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




Figure 141: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Mendez Middle School 
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Figure 142: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 143: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 144: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Pearce Middle School 
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Figure 145: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




Figure 146: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




Figure 147: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 148: TAAS Reading by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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Figure 149: TAAS Mathematics by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 




Figure 150: TAAS Writing by Disaggregated Group, 1995 and 1996 
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TITLE I MIGRANT OVERVIEW 
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Title I Migrant Program Description 

The Title I Migrant Education program is authorized under Part C of Title I of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 as amended by the Improving Americans 
Schools Act of 1994 (P,L, 103-382), State educational agencies (SEAs) receive funds for the 
costs to identify and address the special educational needs of migratory children in accordance 
with the comprehensive State plan which will benefit migrant children ages 3 through 21 (or 
until attainment of a high school degree, whichever comes first). 

The term “migratory child” means a child who is (or whose parent, spouse, or guardian 
is) a migratory agricultural worker, including a migratory dairy worker, or a migratory fishermen, 
and who, in the preceding 36 months has moved from one school district to another in order to 
obtain temporary or seasonal employment in agricultural or fishing work. The purpose of the 
Migrant Education Program is to assist States in the following ways: 

• To support high-quality and comprehensive educational programs for migratory 
children to help reduce the educational disruptions and other problems that result 
from repeated moves; 

• To ensure that migratory children are provided with appropriate educational services 
that address their special needs in a coordinated and efficient manner; 

• To ensure that migratory children have the opportunity to meet the same challenging 
State content standards and challenging student performance standards that all 
children are expected to meet; 

• To design programs to help migratory children overcome educational disruption, 
cultural and language barriers, social isolation, various health-related problems, and 
other factors that inhibit the ability of such children to do well in school, and to 
prepare such children to make a successful transition to postsecondary education or 
employment; and, 

• To ensure that migratory children benefit from State and local systemic reforms. 

The activities of the migrant program are center around recruitment of students, 

supplementary instructional program for secondary students, and parental involvement. In AISD, 
the migrant program staff includes the Migrant Program Specialist who processes the migrant 
student records and assists students with securing needed social and medical services. 

Supplementary Instruction 

Supplementary tutoring of secondary students was offered to migrant students at four 
middle schools (Fulmore, Mendez, Pearce, and Porter) and four high schools (Austin, Johnston, 
Reagan, and Travis) in 1995-96. Eight tutors offered supplementary instruction in regular 
settings as well as in Content Mastery classes. 

Participation in AISD summer programs is offered to secondary migrant students who 
are at risk of academic failure as a type of supplementary instruction. Summer programs were 
held at Austin High School and Murchison Middle School in 1994-95, the last year for which 
records are available. Tuition was paid for 49 secondary migrant students attending the summer 
programs in 1994-95. 
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Parent and Community Involvement 

Parents and community members are encouraged to participate in children’s education at 
all Title I schools. Twenty-six Title I schools have a Parental Involvement Representative or a 
Parent Training Specialist to assist with parental involvement activities. Parent education staff 
work with parents and the community at three secondary and 23 elementary schools involved in 
this program. The 26 schools include Allan, Andrews, Becker, Blackshear, Brooke, Brown, 
Govalle, Harris, Houston, Jordan, Langford, Linder, Metz, Norman, Oak Springs, Ortega, Pecan 
Springs, Sanchez, Sims, Walnut Creek, Wooldridge, Widen, and Winn elementary schools, and 
Dobie, Mendez, and Pearce middle schools. Parental involvement activities for Title I/Title I 
Migrant parents are included in the section of this report entitled. Parent and Community 
Involvement Overview. 
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Title I Migrant Program Costs 



The 1995-96 AISD Title I Migrant program budget allocation was $110,707, A total of 
176 students were served with Title I Migrant funds through secondary tutors and summer 
programs. The cost per student served by Title I Migrant was $629, Table 18 shows the number 
of students served by the Title I Migrant supplementary instructional program in 1995-96, 



Table 18: Number of Students Served by Title I Migrant Programs in 1995-96 



Title I Program Number of Students Served 



127 

49 

176 




The migrant budget consisted of three major areas of funding: instructional services 
(including salaries for tutors, contract services, computer software, and capital outlay); support 
services (including evaluation and other support services); and instructional-related services 
(supplies, books, testing materials, travel, and curriculum and personnel development). Figure 
151 shows the percentages of the Title I Migrant budget used in each of these areas. 

Figure 151: Title I Migrant Budget Allocations 



Instructional Support Services 

Service 
26% 




Instructional 
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Because of the small allocation of Title I Migrant funds in 1995-96 due to the low 
number of AISD eligible students (473), the support services (which assist in locating and 
enrolling migrant students and evaluating the program) used more funds than the direct 
instruction to students. Two hundred and ninety migrant students were served without additional 
migrant funds through Title I elementary schoolwide programs. These students are included in 
the total served by SWPs as part of the Title I budget. 
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Title I Migrant Supplementary Instruction 

The Title I Migrant Education Program instructs States to provide high-quality 
educational programs for migratory children to ensure that they will have the opportunity to meet 
the same challenging State content standards and challenging State student performance 
standards that all children are expected to meet. In Texas, the State performance standard is 
measured by the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS) tests. 

AISD uses Title I Migrant funds to provide supplementary instruction to secondary 
students through tutoring service and summer programs for migrant students who are at risk of 
academic failure and to assist families with social and health needs. The migrant program 
specialist assists in identifying migrant students and in securing needed social and medical 
services. The AISD Title I Migrant Education Program is made up of the following: 

• Migrant Supplementary Tutoring Program 

• Migrant Summer Programs 

• Migrant Program Services 

These components will be discussed in the following sections. 

Supplementary Tutoring Program 

AISD migrant students in grades 6-12 are provided supplementary tutoring services. The 
tutoring program is in its sixth year of implementation in schools with large concentrations of 
migrant students. Eight bilingual tutors provided 2,084 hours of tutorial instruction to secondary 
migrant students at the following schools: Fulmore, Mendez, Pearce, and Porter Middle Schools, 
as well as Austin, Johnston, Reagan, and Travis High Schools. 

A total of 473 migrant students were actively enrolled in AISD schools at the end of the 
1995-96 school year. The identified migrant students included 290 elementary students, 89 
middle school students, and 94 high school students. Table 18 shows demographic information 
for all Title I migrant students in 1995-96. 

Only students at secondary schools with large concentrations of migrant students were 
served. A total of 62 middle school and 65 high school migrant students were served at the eight 
schools providing tutoring services. The elementary students that are included in Table 19 
attended 32 Title I schoolwide program schools that provided supplementary services through 
Title I. 



Table 19: Demographic Information for all Title I Migrant Students, 1995-96 
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Of the 127 migrant students in grades 6-12 who received tutoring services, 108 students 
were tutored in a regular (one-on-one) setting and 19 were tutored in Content Mastery classes. 
Table 20 shows the number of Title I secondary migrant students who received tutoring services 
in 1995-96 by type of setting. 



Table 20: Number of Title I Migrant Students Receiving Tutoring Services, 1995-96 




Attendance and Discipline 

To determine the effectiveness of the migrant supplementary tutoring service, 
achievement, attendance, and discipline data were analyzed. Attendance and discipline data for 
migrant students at elementary schools; for tutored and nontutored migrant students at middle 
schools and at high schools; and for students districtwide were analyzed. The 1995-96 
attendance and discipline data presented in Table 21 indicate the following: 

• Elementary school migrant students and elementary school students district wide had 
similar attendance rates. 

• Middle school migrant students who received tutoring services had higher attendance 
rates than those who did not receive tutoring services and lower attendance rates than 
students districtwide. 

• High school migrant students who were tutored had higher attendance rates than 
migrant students who were not tutored. 

• Overall, migrant students (with the exception of nontutored high school students) 
had lower discipline rates than students districtwide. 



Table 21: Elementary, Middle School, and High School Attendance and Discipline Rates 
for Title I Migrant Students and Students Districtwide, 1995-96 






95.02 



Title ITTitle I Migrant Evaluation Report. 1995-96 



Achievement 

The achievement data for migrant students at elementary schools; for tutored and 
nontutored migrant students at middle schools and at high schools; and for students districtwide 
were analyzed. In Tables 22 through 24, TAAS data and secondary grade averages are compared 
and indicate the following: 

• Tutored migrant middle school students had higher TAAS passing percentages than 
nontutored migrant students at all grades and in all areas except grade 6 TAAS 
Reading and grade 6 TAAS All Tests Taken; 

• Tutored migrant students had higher grade averages than nontutored migrant 
students, but slightly lower grade averages than students districtwide; and 

• TAAS Exit-level percentage passing for tutored migrant students increased an 
average of 15 points over 1994-95. 



Table 22: Number and Percentage of Elementary Title I Migrant 
Students Passing TAAS, 1995-96 
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* TAAS Writing is administered only at grade 4 in elementary school. 



Table 23: Number and Percentage of Secondary Title I Migrant 
Students Passing TAAS, 1995-96 



^ ‘ Tutoit^ Stud€^ '' 

^ - Grade ^ Grade Grade ^ Exit- 

' 7 ./• level 


^ Non-Tutored Students 

"'■Grade ^ Grade ..'c"' Grade , Exit- 

6; 7 8 ' level" ^ 


10 15 18 27 

30% 33% 39% 78% 


5 10 3 16 

60% 30% 0% 50% 


12 14 19 27 

42% 36% 42% 67% 


5 10 3 16 

40% 10% 33% 44% 


* * 17 * 

* * 69% * 


* * 3 16 

* * 67% 63% 


24 15 20 27 

rlSfefeuJ 33% 27% 35% 63% 


5 10 4 16 

40% 10% 25% 31% 



* TAAS Writing is administered only at grade 8 and exit-level in secondary school 



Table 24: Secondary Grade Averages for Title I Migrant Students, 1995-96 
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Summary and Conclusions 

The migrant tutoring program has consistently proven effective in increasing student 
achievement, attendance, and graduation rates; and in reducing incidents of inappropriate 
behavior. Exit-level data indicate that 60% or more of the high school migrant students served 
by tutors passed each subject area of the Exit-level TAAS test, including All Tests Taken. Exit- 
level TAAS percentage passing for nontutored migrant students ranged from 31% to 63%. 
Although both tutored and nontutored migrant students met the Title I/State student performance 
standards for the 1995-96 school year, there is still cause for concern. The percentage of middle 
school migrant students passing TAAS is only slightly above the State standard for 1995-96 of 
30%. As the requirement for percentage passing TAAS is raised, the current percentage of 
migrant students passing will not be adequate to meet future Title I/State standards. 

Title I Migrant Summer Programs, 1994-1995 

The data reported in this summary pertain to the 1995 summer migrant program. Data 
for the 1996 summer program will be available later this year. 

Secondary migrant students attended summer school programs at Austin High School 
and Murchison Middle School during the summer of 1995. The classes were provided to migrant 
students who were at risk of academic failure based on low standardized test scores, failure to 
master subject matter, failure to pass TAAS, and/or poor attendance. The majority of classes 
were in language arts and mathematics; however, other classes such as classes in technology and 
office management were offered. 

The Title I Migrant Education program provided tuition for 49 AISD secondary migrant 
students. Data from the 1995 migrant summer school sessions indicated the following: 

• Forty-seven students took various academic courses; two seniors took TAAS tutoring 
and mathematics classes to secure needed credit; 

• Forty-three percent of the students served were female and 57% were male; and 

• All students received vision, medical, and dental checkups. 

Of the students served, 16 were registered for summer school at Murchison Middle School. Data 
for the middle school migrant records showed the following: 

• One middle school student dropped out at the end of the first week of summer 
school; and 

• The remaining fifteen students passed all courses taken. 

The other 33 students served were high school students registered at Austin High School. Data 
for high school migrant students indicated the following 

• Twenty-six students passed all courses taken; 

• Four students failed one course taken; 

• Two students failed both courses taken; and 

• One student dropped out before school started. 

Summary and Conclusions 

Promotion based on summer school course grades as well as graduation counts were 
used to determine the effectiveness of the Title I Migrant summer program. The summer school 
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program for migrant students was found to be effective. Forty-two out of 49 migrant summer 
school registrants passed both courses taken and began the 1995-96 school year with appropriate 
academic requirements. 

Migrant Program Services 

The Title I Migrant program specialist provided essential services to the migrant 
program. The program specialist has consistently helped to identify at-risk secondary migrant 
students and initiated preventative or recovery efforts with these students. For example, at-risk 
migrant students have been enrolled in summer school and in special classes at St. Edward’s 
University. Migrant students have received regular and TAAS tutoring. Health and social 
services have also been provided as a result of this identification process. 

Coordination by the program specialist with State and local agencies to secure services 
for migrant students and their families has been beneficial to 3-year olds and school age children. 
Also, the program specialist fosters communication between parents and schools. For more 
information about the specific duties of the Title I Migrant program specialist, see Appendix C. 
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PARENT AND COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

OVERVIEW 
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Parental Involvement 

Goal 8 of the National Education Goals states, "'Every school will promote partnerships that will 
increase parental involvement and participation in promoting the social, emotional, and academic 
growth of children/' The reauthorization of Title I in the Improving America's Schools Act of 1994 
embraces this goal and builds on the requirements set forth in its predecessor, Chapter 1, to build 
partnerships that are designed to benefit not only students and parents, but schools and communities, as 
well. 

This section describes programs that are initiated by parent education staff to encourage parent 
and community involvement in AISD Title I schools. Many of the programs are a result of 
reauthorization of Title I. Programs to be discussed include the following: 

• SchooMevel Parental Involvement 

• Parent Advisory Council 

• School-Parent Compacts 

• Parent Centers 

• Community Partnerships 

This information was compiled from questionnaires completed by parent education staff. Parent 
Advisory Council records, and Adopt- A-School records. 

School-level Parental Involvement 

Title I and Title I Migrant funds are allocated for school-level parental involvement activities, 
including family literacy training and training to enhance parenting skills. Parents of participating 
children are to be involved in decisions regarding how these funds are spent. 

The AISD parent education staff consists of the Parent Programs Specialist, eight parent 
involvement representatives, and 15 parent training specialists. There are 26 Title I schools that have 
either a parent involvement representative or a parent training specialist to assist with parent and 
community involvement at their campuses. The 26 schools are Allan, Andrews, Becker, Blackshear, 
Brooke, Brown, Govalle, Harris, Houston, Jordan, Langford, Linder, Metz, Norman, Oak Springs, 
Ortega, Pecan Springs, Sanchez, Sims, Walnut Creek, Widen, Winn, and Wooldridge elementary 
schools; and Dobie, Mendez, and Pearce middle schools. 

The goals established by the Parent Programs Specialist for 1995-96 included the following: 

1. Provide support and assistance to Title I campuses in implementing the necessary strategies 
to engage the involvement of parents in the education of their children. 

2. Establish a family resource center and training site for the school district with direct focus to 
the Title I campuses. 

3. Maintain lines of communication with parent groups and organizations to facilitate 
coordination and collaboration. Establish new lines with other groups as needed. 

Parent Workshops, Seminars, and Activities 

The parent education staff organized workshops and seminars on academic topics, as well as 
social issues (e.g., gangs, drugs, teen pregnancy). Some of the events that were well attended were health 
fairs, Cinco de Mayo celebrations, a political accountability rally, block walks, and PTA meetings. A 
total of 4,000 people attended these workshops and seminars throughout the 1995-96 school year. 
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The parent education staff collaborated with other school support services staff members in the 
following joint efforts: 

• Third annual Building Parenting Partnerships; 

• Positive Parenting Workshops; 

• Districtwide Parent Advisory Council meetings; 

• Southwestern Bell Foundation grants; 

• AISD’s Medicaid Reimbursement Program; and 

• Activities sponsored by the Family Resource Center. 

The parent education staff worked with other schools, members of the community, local 
agencies, and others to sponsor activities to benefit parents and communities. Some the activities during 
the year included the following: 

• Community Clothes Closet; 

• Community Walk; 

• Parenting Classes presented in partnership with local agencies such as CEDEN; 

• Even Start Family Literacy Program; 

• City of Austin Neighborhood and Youth Program; 

• Wellness Program; and 

• School Banking Program. 

Other innovative programs at Title I schools included the following: 

• Allan implemented a transition program for fifth graders and their parents; held monthly 
Coffee for Cops with the neighborhood police station officers; provided adult computer 
classes; and coordinated the School Link Health Service program. 

• Becker implemented a parent support group, called the Mammas and Poppas, in awareness of 
spousal abuse. 

• Brooke presented similar abuse information through regular workshops and hosted the 
KLRN-TV Reading Program. 

• Brown focused on family literacy activities such as reading strategies for emergent readers 
and the reading-writing connection. 

• Ortega held its annual family retreat; eighteen parents participated. 

• Sims and Ortega created a partnership program for assisting adults to enter the workforce by 
obtaining a GED. Four adults were enrolled in ACC’s GED program. 

• The parent involvement representative at Widen and Mendez adapted the family mathematics 
and science elementary workshop materials to middle school curricula. 

Adult Literacy 

To help parents who would like to read and write better. Title I guidelines suggest working 
cooperatively with other programs including the adult literacy program in the district. Adult literacy 
classes were offered at Blackshear, Brooke, Brown, Govalle, Harris, Houston, Jordan, Langford, Metz, 
Norman, Oak Springs, Ortega, Pecan Springs, Sanchez, Sims, and Widen elementary schools. Eighteen 
of the adults completed adult literacy classes and entered the workforce. 
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Home Visits 

Schools must provide full opportunities for the participation of parents of students with limited 
English proficiency or with disabilities. Some ways to promote parental participation by parents of 
students with limited English proficiency include home visits and telephone calls in the home language; 
family literacy programs; classes in English as a Second Language; and preparing school notices and 
newsletters in the home language. Home visits were listed as a priority of the parent education staff in 
1995-96. 

Parent Advisory Council 

Parent Advisory Council (PAC) meetings are a specific mandate for school districts receiving 
Title I or Title I Migrant funds. These meetings were held quarterly and were to inform parents about the 
program, solicit their comments on the program agenda, and communicate proposed changes in the 
program. PAC activities included Grandparent Day, family math workshop, parent training staff 
meetings, and the annual parenting conference. Table 25 shows that a total of 269 persons were in 
attendance at Title I and Title I Migrant PAC meetings in 1995-96. 



Table 25: Title I and Title I Migrant PAC Meetings, 1995-96 



Type 


\ Title I Rcgulai* 
Number Attendance* 


- Tide I Migrant 
Number Attendance* 


; BIstrictwide 


3 


80 


1 


11 




1 


7 


0 


0 


pMaioBliig' 


2 


5 


2 


17 


p&ier'’. ' ■ i 


3 


92 


1 


57 


Sold 


9 


184 


4 


85 



* Attendance for Title I Regular and Title I Migrant meetings contain duplications. 



School-Parent Compacts 

Schools are required **to convene an annual meeting of parents to involve them in the planning 
and review of programs and provide parents with timely information on student progress, ” A new 
emphasis under the Title I reauthorization is the school-parent compact designed to increase the sharing 
of responsibility between families and schools for the education of students. All Title I schools are 
required to develop jointly with the parents of participating children a compact which defines the goals 
and expectations of the schools and parents as partners in the effort to improve student achievement. 
One of the new responsibilities for the parent education staff in 1995-96 was to become familiar with the 
school-parent compact through orientation sessions at the campus and to be the contact person for the 
compacts. 

Parent Centers 

Title I funds can be used to establish school- or district-based parent centers. At these centers, 
training, information, and support is provided to parents of children from birth through secondary school 
and individuals who work with these parents. One of the goals of the Parent Programs Specialist for 
1995-96 was to establish a family resource center and training site for the school district with direct focus 
to the Title I campuses. 
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For the 1995*96 school year, a wing of Allan Elementary School was established as the Family 
Resource Center. This site has two large classrooms suitable for meetings and workshops, a small 
kitchen, wall space for a library, and an office area. Parent education staff stated that the following 
strengths were realized by having a parent center: 

• Ample floor and wall space enabled the Parent Programs Specialist to hold meetings and 
workshops at the office (on-site), lay out workshop and meeting materials, and set up a 
highly visible library with both a permanent and a lending section. 

• The resource center is user friendly because of its immediate access by Allan's Title I parents 
and because of the central location of the resource center to other Title I schools. 

Conclusions 

In 1995-96, the first year under the reauthorization of Title I, the AISD parent education staff met 
their established goals. The goals and the manner in which they were accomplished are reviewed below: 

1. Provide support and assistance to Title I campuses in implementing the necessary strategies 
to engage the involvement of parents in the education of their children. The parent 
education staff offered workshops, seminars, and activities on academic topics and social 
issues designed to enhance parenting skills and to encourage participation of parents and the 
community in the education of children. 

2. Establish a family resource center and training site for the school district with direct focus 
to the Title I campuses. A family resource center was established at Allan Elementary 
School that provided space for meetings and workshops and a lending library for parents and 
individuals who work with parents. The parent education staff were able to use this center to 
increase parent participation. 

3. Maintain lines of communication with parent groups and organizations to facilitate 
coordination and collaboration. The parent education staff engaged in joint efforts with 
AISD school support services staff and other organizations in the community to offer 
parenting classes, literacy programs, citywide programs, wellness programs, and many 
others. 

In addition, the parent education staff was involved in many other activities required by Title I to 
promote parental involvement, including the following: 

• Organized adult literacy classes that assisted 18 adults in entering the workforce; 

• Communicated with parents through newsletters, home visits, and workshops; 

• Conducted Parent Advisory Council meetings and training; and 

• Participated in the school-parent compacts. 

The parent education staff has been equally helpful in assisting AISD in collecting Medicaid 
reimbursements and providing forums for civic and political presentations, such as the AISD bond 
package. The parent involvement program at Title I schools has proven to be effective in involving 
parents and the community in the education of children. 
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Community Partnerships 

Title I embraces strategies to address the needs of children through building stronger partnerships 
between schools and communities in order to support the achievement of all children. AISD has access 
to many local business and community volunteers through the Austin Adopt-A-School program Both 
monetary donations and volunteer hours add invaluable resources to the Title I schools. H.E.B. became 
the top adopter in 1995-96 by supporting 37 Title I schools. 

Tables 26 shows the amounts of cash contributions and in-kind contributions for Title I schools 
with parent education staff, for Title I schools without parent education staff, and for the District. Title I 
schools with parent education staff received three times the amount of in-kind contributions and almost 
twice the amount of cash contributions as Title I schools without parent education staff. 



Table 26: Community Involvement: In-Kind and Cash Contributions for Schools 
Districtwide and Title I Schools With/Without Parent Education Staff, 1995-96 
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419,032 


0 


0 


543,190 
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'"Total ■ V " . . 


$1,362,696 


$187,107 


$62,589 


$823,918 


$116,267 


$66,481 



* Other refers to donors or partners such as DARE, American Indian Education, Believe In Me, School Board members, AISD 
directors or coordinators, etc. (See the 1995-96 Adopt- A-School Report.) 



Tables 27 shows the number of volunteers and volunteer hours for Title I schools with parent 
education staff, for Title I schools without parent education staff, and for the District. In 1995-96, there 
were about four times as many volunteers with over twice as many volunteer hours in Title I schools that 
had parent education staff as in Title I schools without parent education staff. 



Table 27: Community Involvement: Number of Volunteers and Volunteers Hours for Schools 
Districtwide, and Title I Schools With/Without Parent Education Staff, 1995-96 




* Other refers to donors or partners such as DARE, American Indian Education, Believe In Me, School Board members, AISD 
directors or coordinators, etc. (See the 1995-96 Adopt-A-School Report.) 
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To determine the monetary value of volunteer services, AISD’s Adopt-A-School office uses the 
nationally assigned numerical value of $13 as an hourly rate of pay. The monetary value of the volunteer 
hours at Title I schools with parent education staff is over twice that of Title I schools without parent 
education staff. The following computations are based on that formula: 

• Title I schools with parent education staff: 57,091 hours @ $13 = $742,183 

• Title I schools without parent education staff: 27,104 hours @ $13 = $352,352 

• All other AISD schools: 246,147 hours @ $13 = $3.199.911 

District Total $4,294,446 

All Title I schools received $1,094,535 or 25% of the total dollar amount of hours volunteered 
for the District. Table 28 shows Title I and Title I Migrant community involvement trends for a three- 
year period. While the amount of cash and in-kind contributions and the number of adopters decreased 
from 1994-95 to 1995-96, the number of volunteers and volunteer hours increased. (Appendices D and E 
show details of the community partnerships by school and Appendix F shows Title I school adopters by 
category.) 



Table 28: Title I and Title I Migrant Community Involvement Trends, 
1993-94 through 1995-96 



[ # Tide I Schools m Program ; 
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$79,260 


$283,743 


$182,748 




$118,232 


$444,185 


$249,696 




1,684 


4,888 


5,093 


® Hours j 


29,650 


67,587 


84,195 



Conclusions 

The parent education staff was successful in encouraging the support of the community through 
contributions and volunteer time. The Title I schools that have a parent education staff member on 
campus received over twice the amount of cash and in-kind contributions and volunteer hours as Title I 
schools without a parent education staff member. Both monetary donations and volunteer hours add 
invaluable resources to the Title I schools. 
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TITLE I BEST PRACTICES SUMMARY, 
1995-96 
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Title I Best Practices 

In 1995-96, a Best Practices Review of Title I school wide programs was carried out to 
explore practices at selected Title I schools. The purpose of the review was to gather information 
about practices at these schools in order to share the information with staff of other AISD 
schools. Excerpts from the report are included in the following sections. The full report, the 
Title I Best Practices Review, 1995-96 (publication number 95.06) is available from the Office of 
Program Evaluation. Schools at which students have made continuous gains in achievement or 
maintained high levels of achievement since the 1993-94 school year were selected. Four Title I 
schools were selected for inclusion in the review; the four schools were Barrington, T.A. Brown, 
Sanchez, and Zavala elementary schools. Two of these schools, T.A. Brown and Zavala, have 
received awards in the last two years for gains in student achievement. 

At each school, the principal and teachers (across grade levels) were interviewed by 
evaluation staff. At some schools, a parent was interviewed as well. Similar findings across 
schools are presented in the Common Threads section and major findings are presented in the 
Summary section. 

Survey Methodology 

To investigate which school factors may have led to an increase in test scores. Title I and 
Title I Migrant evaluation staff designed and administered a series of interviews at the four 
schools selected. The interview questions covered the following areas: 

Special Programs/Teaching Strategies 

• Innovative or research-based programs 

• Technology 

• Grants or extra funding (Principal interview only) 

• Program decisions 

Professional Growth/Professional Development 

• Support for innovative instructional strategies 

• Professional development 

• Methods of self-improvement for teaching skills 

School Climate or Atmosphere 

• Description of climate or atmosphere 

• Factors contributing to atmosphere or climate 

Parent and Community Involvement 

• Methods of increasing parental involvement 

• Methods of increasing community involvement 



95.02 



Title I/Title I Migrant Evaluation Report. 1995-96 



Student Achievement 

• Factors contributing to students’ achievement 

• Advice for staff at other schools 

At each school, the principal and three or more teachers who were selected by the 
principal were interviewed by evaluation staff. If requested by the principal, further interviews 
were performed. Teachers across grade levels were interviewed and, at some schools, a parent 
was interviewed as well. In Table 29, the number of interview participants by school is 
presented. Results of the compilation of interview data for each school are presented in the 
following sections. 



Table 29: Number of Interview Participants By Campus 



^ School 


. Administrator ! : 


Teachers. 


'' Parent . ; 


Barrington 


1 


5 


1 


Brown 


1 


5 


0 


Sanchez 


1 


10 


1 


Zavala 


1 


3 


1 


Total 


4 


23 


3 



Common Threads 

As the demographics change and the percentages of low-income students increase in 
most AISD schools, the challenge for staff and administration to meet the needs of students 
continues to increase as well. Brown and Barrington have adapted well to the changing 
demographics of their neighborhoods. The demographics in the neighborhoods of Sanchez and 
Zavala have remained more stable over time. In the Best Practices schools, teachers and 
principals are devoted to helping all students achieve. Teachers and principals at these schools 
have a passion for their jobs; this passion enables them to meet the many challenges before them 
with an optimistic attitude. 

While the schools share many common characteristics, there appears to be room for 
diversity in styles of teaching and administration. The most important factors common to these 
Best Practices Schools appears to be a unified philosophy and goals that are shared 
throughout the school. Staff and administration at these schools work together as a community 
to increase the achievement of their students. 

Achievement of success at these schools has not occurred overnight. The process of 
ensuring student success is a continuous one that revolves around trying out strategies and 
adjusting or discarding those that do not work. Constant monitoring of student progress is 
absolutely necessary for this process to be successful. 
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Special Programs and Teaching Strategies 

• Interviewees at all four schools listed a wealth of research-based and innovative 
instructional programs that are being used at their schools. Actual programs and 
strategies varied from school to school, with few being common to all. One common 
factor was that staff at all schools made extensive use of innovative instructional 
strategies and programs. 

• The specific teaching strategies and special programs that a school staff chooses 
does not seem to be the most important factor; what seems to matter most is that 
there is a unified team effort to raise student achievement. 

• Staff and administration at these four campuses are continuously looking for ways to 
improve instruction and learning. 

• Training in areas that contribute to the focus, philosophy, or goals of the campus is 
stressed at all of these campuses. 

School Climate 

• Teachers at all four campuses use similar words and phrases to describe their 
school’s climate. These include: good, very positive, very supportive, and like a 
family or a team. 

• Teachers feel that the principal at their school is a good leader, motivator, and 
facilitator. The principals are described as supportive, trusting, and open to new 
ideas. 

• The principals at these schools have different styles and different personalities, but 
each is described as a strong and effective leader. 

• The four schools have different philosophies, but a common goal: Improved student 
achievement. Staff know the philosophy of the school and work as a team to achieve 
their goals. 

• Some of the schools have strong schoolwide coordination and collaboration, while 
other schools focus on the grade level teams. 

School Organization 

• All of these campuses have a strong campus leadership team (CLT) process. 
Teachers feel empowered and feel like they are a part of the decision-making 
process. 

• The structure of the school day and year vary across schools. Two schools (Brown 
and Zavala) use the regular school calendar and two schools (Barrington and 
Sanchez) use the year-round calendar. 

• The school day and/or year is extended at each of these schools through after-school 
programs and/or intersession activities. 

• Some schools have adopted an actual schoolwide model (such as Accelerated 
Schools), while other schools have a strong campus philosophy. 

• All four schools have the advantage of having many outside grants in addition to 
Title I funds. Applying for grants requires much time and effort on the part of the 
principal and teachers, but evidence indicates staff and administration at these 
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schools agree that grants are necessary to fund the types of programs that they need 
for their students, and are worth the effort. 

Parent and Community Involvement 

• Staff arid administration at all these schools recognize the importance of parent 
involvement and are working to increase activities and learning for parents. 
Although different approaches are used to involve parents (e.g., PTA meetings, 
family literacy training, schoolwide celebrations), parental involvement is a priority 
at each of these schools. 

• Some of the schools have a Parent Training Specialist who helps with 
communication with and training of parents. 

• The parents who were interviewed indicated that parents feel comfortable coming to 
these schools. 

• Teachers at each of these schools communicate with parents through weekly letters, 
open houses, parent teacher conferences, and other efforts. 

• The community is involved with each of these schools through Adopt-a-School as 
well as through other volunteer projects and donations. This community 
involvement is a source of great pride and much appreciated assistance to all of the 
Best Practices Schools. 

Professional Growth 

• Teachers are encouraged to participate in professional development activities. The 
amount of inservice and off-campus training varies across schools. In 1994-95, staff 
at Zavala participated mainly in local inservices, while staff at Brown accrued over 
75 hours per teacher in professional development both on and off campus. 

• Teachers believe that talking to other teachers and studying educational literature in 
their field are an important part of professional growth. 

Factors Affecting Improved Student Achievement 

• Schools focused on the TAAS test in varying degrees. Some schools made the 
TAAS test a major focus, while others tried to teach the objectives without too much 
emphasis on the tests themselves. 

• Time was spent aligning the curriculum with the TAAS objectives at most campuses. 
At schools that did not align curriculum with TAAS, curriculum already focused on 
TAAS objectives. The indication of this alignment is that a high percentage of 
students at all of these campuses passed the TAAS test. 

• According to teachers and principals at each school, it is extremely important to 
monitor TAAS achievement. Based on the results of monitoring achievement, 
interventions are planned for students who are in need of additional instruction. 

• A common goal, teamwork, teacher involvement in planning, lots of professional 
development, and being open and flexible to change were reported as factors 
influencing student achievement. 

• High expectations and a belief in the abilities of students and teachers were common 
to all schools. 
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• Teachers who were interviewed believe that teachers must make learning fun and 
active for their students. 

Advice to Title I Teachers 

• Be positive and expect 100% from your students. 

• All students should be treated as gifted learners. 

• Treat each child as you would want your own child treated. 

• Work as a unified team with a common philosophy and goeils. 

• Work closely with other teachers and with parents. 

Advice to Title I Principals 

• Choose a model for restructuring, and believe in it. The school needs to be unified 
with a common philosophy and goeils. 

• Have high standards for teachers and students. 

• Monitor student achievement, and use data wisely. 

• Give teachers professional freedom, trust, and encouragement. 

• Offer lots of professional development and encourage teacher initiative. 

• Focus campuswide efforts on TAAS skills. 

Summary 

While each of the Best Practices schools is unique, many of the principles and 
philosophies that guide the campuses are similar. Also, strong leadership is evident at each of 
these schools. The principals demonstrate a deep commitment to the students and teachers at 
their campuses. Teachers at each of the schools acknowledged and praised the support and 
encouragement given to school staff by their principals. 

Although the philosophy used to govern each of these campuses differs somewhat, each 
school has a campuswide philosophy in which teachers are invested because they have helped to 
develop the philosophy. Teachers play a strong role in the success of the campus. If 
improvement in student achievement is to be attained, the teachers must be enthusiastic 
participants in the process. Ongoing teacher training is essential to empower teachers with the 
knowledge and confidence that they need to enhance student learning. Teachers at the Best 
Practices schools stressed the importance of a schoolwide team, as well as a grade-level team 
approach to teaching. 

Teachers and parents at these schools believe that a positive school climate is important 
in improving student learning. Expectations are high for teachers and for students at these 
schools; however, a positive school climate helps relieve stress and results in happier students, 
teachers, and parents. 

Many different teaching strategies and special programs have been implemented at the 
Best Practices schools. Professional development was described by teachers and principals as 
necessary for the success of these programs and strategies. The faculty at each of the schools 
seemed receptive to new ideas, while they also believed in retaining programs that had been 
successful at their campuses or in their classrooms. 

The type of school calendar used by the schools varied, indicating that improvement in 
student achievement can occur with either type of school calendar. Two of the schools. 
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Barrington and Sanchez, use the year-round calendar, while Brown and Zavala use the traditional 
calendar. It appears that the commitment of administration, staff, and community at these 
schools results in increased student achievement, regardless of the type of school calendar. 
School administration at these schools is responsive to the communities that they serve in regard 
to the decision about the type of school calendar used. 

Because TAAS is the statewide assessment instrument used to evaluate students in grade 
3 and above, it is a very important factor to be considered by all schools. Staff and 
administration at the Best Practices schools took different approaches to TAAS preparation. 
Barrington’s curriculum was completely redesigned to align with TAAS objectives. Teachers at 
Barrington felt that their new curriculum was a very valuable tool for teaching students what they 
need to know. The TAAS objectives were stressed in varying degrees at the other campuses. 
However, principals and teachers across all Best Practices schools agreed that constant 
monitoring of student progress is necessary to evaluate their efforts and to identify students who 
need additional assistance. 

There does not seem to be a single formula for a successful school. However, it is clear 
that administration, staff, students, parents, and community are all integral parts of the process. 
Teachers and principals must be committed to a common goal of improving student learning by 
using whichever methods are most appropriate for their students. Parents are an important part 
of the process and must be involved as well. Staff at the Best Practices schools successfully use 
many different approaches to actively involve parents in their children’s education. Community 
support is a very valuable asset to the schools; community involvement provides financial 
assistance and volunteer support. All of these components in varying degrees can add up to a 
successful school; however, in the majority of the Best Practices schools, each of these 
components is present in a high degree. 

The unifying factor across the key components is a sense of community in the school. A 
sense of community appears to be essential for school effectiveness. As described by Rossi and 
Stringfield, (as cited in the TEA report Case Studies of Successful Campuses: Responses to a 
High Stakes Accountability System , 1996), the key elements which exemplify community within 
schools are: 

• Shared Vision 

• Shared Sense of Purpose 

• Shared Values 

• Incorporation of Diversity 

• Communication 

• Participation 

• Caring 

• Tmst 

• Teamwork 

• Respect and Recognition 

Each of the Best Practices schools illustrates these key elements which contribute to their success 
in improving student achievement. Developing these characteristics should be a goal for all 
schools. 
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Appendix A: Participating AISD Schools 
Title 1 and Title 1 Migrant Programs 
1995-96 
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Appendix C: Duties of Migrant Program Specialist 

Under reauthorization of Title I and Title I Migrant, the Migrant Student Record Transfer 
System (MSRTS) was renamed Migrant Program Services. The clerical person involved with 
processing migrant student records and assisting students with securing needed social and 
medical services is the Program Specialist. The main responsibilities of the Program Specialist 
in 1995-96 included the following: 

• To act as liaison between migrant parents and the schools; 

• To secure supplementary services for migrant students; 

• To process migrant student records; and 

• To coordinate with State and local social agencies to secure additional needed 
coverage or continuing coverage of services to migrant students and their families. 
The services may be educational, medical, dental, immigration, or residential in 
nature. 

In the 1989-90 school year, the migrant clerk created and implemented the use of an 
individual graduation checklist for each secondary migrant student in AISD. Periodic review of 
these checklists allows the Program Specialist and other migrant staff to identify at-risk students 
and to begin application of preventative or recovery efforts. Preventative or recovery efforts 
involving these students may include one or more of the following: 

• Title I Migrant supplementary tutoring; 

• Summer school attendance; 

• Credit by examination; 

• Correspondence courses ; 

• Special computer lab tutoring when available; 

• Increased home visitations (for attendance and communication purposes); or 

• Increased liaison activities. 

Program Description 

A survey of the Program Specialist duties and a review of support documents indicated 
that the duties of the Program Specialist in 1995-96 consisted of the following : 

• Kept eligibility, educational, and medical data; logged records and other information 
in a computerized file in compliance with State and local agency standards; 

• Transmitted the Public Education Information Management System (PEIMS) data to 
TEA; 

• Forwarded withdrawal and attendance information, secondary credit information, 
TAAS test scores, and 1996-97 recommendations for students’ schedules to Region 
Xin, the local headquarters for migrant students; 

• Handled all medical update requirements; 

• Paid for minor emergencies, dental, and vision services for 61 migrant students, and 
acquired similar services for an additional 24 migrant students through non-migrant 
funds during the 1995-96 school year; 

• Paid for medical, dental, and vision services for migrant students enrolled in migrant 
summer programs in 1996; 
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• Coordinated summer (1996) enrollment of 18 elementary 2 ind 8 middle school 
students in schools participating in the State’s Compensatory Education Optional 
Extended Year Program; 

• Secured guidance service for 143 students; 

• Coordinated social services for 54 school age students and three 3-year olds during 
regular term; 

• Participated in preventative and recovery efforts with other migriint staff resulting in 
the registration of 39 secondary students in the 1996 summer programs; and 

• Attended in-service workshops that provided the newest information on migrant 
program services. 
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Appendix D: Community Partnersidps for Title I Schools With 
Parent Education Staff, 1995-96 




Aiian 
Andrews 
Becker 
Blacfcsbear 
Brooke 
Brown “ 
Gov^e 
Harris \ 



12 

" 22 ' 

. '■J.g 






Jordan 



t^der : 
Metz 

Norman ; , " 
|6ak Springs 



I* 



iP^n Spring 
Sandbez ' 



iW^iit C,iwk ' If 

'WidW'^f ' 

Winn;5^f;-' /'i- 

'i5yo«adndg(^; 

lSoWe&'''\ 

is 

' t!; 



11 

15 
11 

13 
21 

16 
27 
10 
16 

"yii 
; 15 

14 
20 
23 

4"lil 

20 






Cash 


f-:r in-Kinia''"?: 


yplunteers 


Hours 


$ 3,100 


$ 13,000 


47 


1,029 


1,500 


2,168 


74 


1,083 


3,265 


4,169 


63 


481 


3,900 


950 


128 


2,865 


795 


12,349 


207 


3,968 


429 


1,395 


130 


2,490 


21,683 


18,291 


525 


10,533 


5,949 


2,050 


99 


890 


10,629 


19,991 


74 


521 


3,512 


6,004 


113 


3,670 


700 


3,940 


44 


375 


1,050 


12,680 


165 


871 


14,635 


9,570 


128 


1,858 


4,350 


8,503 


410 


3,447 


4,418 


19,757 


410 


2,710 


4,470 


4,770 


86 


1,662 


1,008 


5,337 


583 


5,286 


200 


1,525 


6 


300 


395 


4,465 


49 


301 


8,187 


6,899 


188 


5,288 


3,100 


7,325 


63 


1,755 


1,575 


5,741 


51 


1,521 


1,457 


8,472 


67 


572 


965 


325 


18 


356 


3,855 


5,461 


107 


2,329 


11,136 


1,970 


224 


930 


$ 116,263 


$ 187,107 


4,059 


57,091 




1291 3 3 



95.02 



Title 1 /Title 1 Migrant Findings 



Appendix E: Community Partnersidps for Title I Schools 
Without Parent Education Staff, 1995-96 
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Appendix F: Title I School Adopters by Category 
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